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LETTERS 


Letters may have been 
shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 

The other 9/11 

Last week saw the 31 st anniversary of the 
‘other 9/11’. On the morning of Tuesday 
September 11 1973, two jets launched a 
deadly attack on the presidential palace of 
La Moneda in the heart of Santiago, Chile. 
A military coup led by Augusta Pinochet 
ousted the presidency of Salvador Allende, 
the democratically elected socialist head of 
state. Thousands of Allende supporters 
were rounded up, detained, tortured and 
murdered. 

During the previous three years the US 
helped destabilise the country. They can¬ 
celled loans and aid to the elected govern¬ 
ment of Chile, but re-anned its military. 
CIA manipulation was rife. When Allende 
was elected, Henry Kissinger had said: “I 
don’t see why we need to stand by and 
watch a country go communist due to the 
irresponsibility of its own people.” He 
meant it. Democracy would not be al¬ 
lowed to interfere with American interests. 

Both September 11 events were tragic, 
but let us not forget the many thousands 
of people who were tortured and murdered 
in Chile in the interests of capitalism. 
Dave Edwards 
Doncaster 

Imperialism 

Mike Macnair’s reply to my letter suggests 
his grasp of psychology is little better than 
his grasp of Marxism (Letters, September 
9). Quite how Tourette’s syndrome or 
Sean Matgamna’s alleged “original 
Healyism” are relevant to our differences 
on imperialism is beyond me - but then 
flights of fantasy also characterised his 
original articles. 

Macnair says he would happily engage 
with us if only we wrote a serious critique 
of Ms views. How very “non-sectarian” of 
him. Except that he has just expended 
15,000 words over three issues of the 
Weekly Worker without actually writing a 
serious critique of the Alliance for Work¬ 
ers’ Liberty’s understanding of imperial¬ 
ism or indeed of earlier Marxist theories. 
Little wonder we feel exasperated at yet 
another CPGB hatchet job dressed up as 
a scholarly contribution. 

Macnair said in his original piece that 
our analysis is “a pretty clear break with 
the programmatic positions of the tradi¬ 
tion from which the AWL originally 
came”. He says this includes “the Trot¬ 
skyist variant of communism”, the 
Comintern and “Lenin’s theory of impe¬ 
rialism”. Our alleged heresy is pointing 
out that imperialism can have progressive 
consequences, such as the creation of 
working classes. 

Even from the selection of quotations in 
my letter it is clear that all the classical 
Marxists understood imperialism in this 
way - in their major and minor works - not 
simply their ‘ ‘casual comments’ ’, as he puts 
it. Tins is not theology - it is necessary to 
represent the views of earlier Marxists 
accurately before building on their insights 
and/or criticising them - something Mac¬ 
nair has simply failed to do. 

Macnair says I “conflate” the classical 
Marxists, “paying no attention whatever to 
the differences between these views”. But 
this misses the point, since they did share 
common assumptions on the nature of im¬ 
perialism and the AWL does not simply 
conflate them in our articles (see, for exam¬ 
ple, Workers' Liberty February 1996). 

Macnair says: ‘ The AWL would be a lot 
more scientific if they admitted openly that 
it is necessary to correct the en'ors of the 
classic authors on imperialism which led to 
the failure of prediction in the 1940s-50s.” 
But this is precisely what we have said in 
developing the idea of the ‘imperialism of 
free trade’ - the fonn taken by imperialism 
since 1945. This is something Macnair 
would know ifhe had bothered to read even 
a small sample of our publications. 

And what alternative does Macnair 


present in his articles? An account of 
capitalist decline with little substance, 
some superficial remarks about the state, 
a dubious analogy depicting the rela¬ 
tions between the most powerful states 
and the recycling of dependency theo¬ 
ries. This is hardly an advance. In fact it 
is much like the kind of mechanical ap¬ 
plication of Lenin we’ve been trying to 
go beyond. 

The political conclusions Macnair draws 
from his view of imperialism are also clear. 
On Iraq he offers purely verbal support to 
the Iraqi working class, whilst emphasising 
exactly the kind of facile anti-imperialism 
that implicitly promotes the islamist ‘resist¬ 
ance’ to the occupation in the name of a 
mangled ‘Leninist’ defeatism. The CPGB 
ludicrously goes so far as to propose that the 
newly emerging labour movement fonn an 
alliance with the fundamentalists - a pro¬ 
posal that, if it were ever put into practice, 
would surely cut the throat of independent 
working class politics in Iraq. 

If these are the results of his investiga¬ 
tion, then nothing has been achieved. 
Paul Hampton 
AWL 

Beslan 

I have nothing but praise for your article 
about the Beslan massacre (‘Putin follows 
in the bloody footsteps of Stalin and the 
tsars’, September 9). I fail to understand 
what the Chechens hoped to achieve by 
committing this terrible act. They have 
only lost supporters of their cause for na¬ 
tional liberation and in the unlikely event 
that Chechnya gains independence suicide 
bombers and the like will not live to see 
their region free from Russian oppression. 

On the US presidential election, since a 
vote for the American Libertarian Party 
would be a wasted one, I call for a boy¬ 
cott. The left may say they will vote for 
Kerry. Sure, he is the lesser of two evils, 
but that doesn’t mean you have to vote for 
him. As far as I am concerned, Kerry is to 
Bush as Tony Blair is to Michael Howard. 
Simon Byrne 
email 

Class 

collaboration 

We note that the article on your recent 
Communist University contains the fol¬ 
lowing report of the intervention of one of 
our comrades: “Alan Davis of the Interna¬ 
tional Bolshevik Tendency said the work- 
ers’ paify must be internationalist and 
committed to working class independence, 
so it must give no support to Ken Living¬ 
stone, the anti-war movement, or the Re¬ 
spect coalition” ( Weekly Worker 
September 2). 

This does not accurately represent our 
well-known attitude toward the “anti-war 
movement’ ’. As you well know, we are not 
opposed to anti-war activity, merely to the 
openly class-collaborationist reformism 
pushed by the Stop the War Coalition 
misleadership. In fact we have actively 
participated in anti-war mobilisations in 
Britain and have proposed the building of 
an openly anti-imperialist bloc in such 
events. This would pose the possibility of 
an open political struggle against the Stop 
the War Coalition’s pacifism and class 
collaboration - something the CPGB has 
been unwilling to do. 

We note a pattern of capitulation to class 
collaborationismby the CPGB leadership. 
A recent example was the article ‘ESF 
chooses Ken’s police apologist’, which 
recognised that Livingstone “eagerly pro¬ 
motes the City and big business and dis¬ 
gracefully called for London underground 
workers to cross RMT picket lines”, yet 
still characterised him as someone 
“broadly ‘of the left’” and defended the 
CPGB’s vote for him in the 2000 London 
mayoral elections ( September 2). Even in 
this retrospective article there is no criti¬ 
cism of the openly class-collaborationist 
programme Livingstone is carrying out 
today. It was this programme that pre¬ 
cluded any possibility of Marxists advo¬ 


cating a vote for him. 

It is clear that the CPGB leadership does 
not include respect for the principles of 
elementary working class solidarity in its 
definition of who is “of the left” - this is 
liberalism, not Marxism. 

Barbara Dorn 

International Bolshevik Tendency 

ESF website 

Reporting on the European Social Forum 
website, you write: “Instead, the contract 
had been given to the company GreenNet, 
which at the moment does not seem able 
even to correct problems with the site that 
have been pointed out on countless occa¬ 
sions” (Livingstone tightens his grip’, Sep¬ 
tember 9). 

This is not true. Firstly GreenNet is one 
of the most progressive ISPs in the UK and 
supports tons of grassroots organisations 
and campaigns. Second, the delays to 
changes to the website, etc are not the fault 
of GreenNet, but both the stupid slow 
process in the ESF and the fact that one 
GLA employee is in effect the only per¬ 
son in chaige of the website! 
here@there.com 
email 

Swansea murder 

Around 300 people gathered on Septem¬ 
ber 14 in Swansea for a vigil for Kalan 
Kawa Karim, a 29-year-old Iraqi Kurd 
who was murdered in an alleyway outside 
a pub in the centre of the city two weeks 
ago. Witnesses and evidence suggests that 
the murder was racist in motive. 

Kalan had fled Iraq in 2002, having 
been tortured whilst in prison there. He had 
been given full refugee status when he 
came to live in Wales some 20 months ago. 
The 150 or so members from the Kurdish 
community have repeatedly reported liv¬ 
ing in fear of a racist attack. Kalan’s death 
bore testament to that fear. 

Amongst those at the vigil, which in¬ 
cluded Kalan’s family and friends, was the 
Kurdish Federation in the UK. Its speaker 
commented on the police declaration that 
Kalan’s death had been declared an “iso¬ 
lated incident”, yet highlighted the com¬ 
mon scenario where individuals fleeing 
terrorimder Saddam’s regime were perse¬ 
cuted further and, in this case, murdered 
in this country. The Swansea Bay Asylum- 
Seekers Support Group added in a leaflet 
that “... government politics which make 
many immigrants ‘illegal’ encourage the 
resentment and fear of foreigners - Kalan 
Karim is the latest victim of a UK climate 
of hatred.” 

Activists from local asylum-seekers 
support groups and Respect, who called 
the vigil, are now planning a march 
through the centre of Swansea towards the 
end of this month. Swansea Bay Asylum- 
Seekers Support Group can be contacted 
on 07837 275279. 

Bob Davies 
Swansea 

Imperialist AWL 

No doubt Richard Roper is more than ca¬ 
pable of repelling the synthetic outrage of 
Martin Thomas (Letters, September 9). 
However, I am surprised at not only Mr 
Thomas’s failure to understand the most 
elementary mles of logic, but his resort to 
conspiracy theory. 

Apparently Mr Roper's accusation that 
the Alliance for Workers ’ Liberty directly 
aids imperialism (true) and thus confuses 
the left (also true) is such an amazing co¬ 
incidence that it can only mean that the 
AWL is in the pay of imperialism! Why? 
A far more likely explanation for AWL’s 
pro-imperialist position than bribery is that 
it has convinced itself that imperialism has 
a progressive role. And, if that is true, is it 
surprising that people on the left are con¬ 
fused? I was certainly confused that a 
group calling itself a revolutionary socialist 
and Trotskyite should also support Zion¬ 
ism and partition in Ireland! 

Does the AWL “directly”, as opposed to 
‘indirectly or ‘inadvertently’, aid imperial¬ 


ism? Well I’m not sure how you can ‘inad¬ 
vertently’ support imperialism - as if it was 
a question of stepping into the road with¬ 
out looking! Both myself and many others 
have shouted ‘Watch out! ’ on so many oc¬ 
casions that, unless the explanation is ter¬ 
minal deafness, then one can only assume 
the AWL’s positions are indeed deliberate. 

Is AWL’s pro-Zionist position merely 
an ‘indirect’ aid to imperialism? Well the 
Zionists don’t think so. I have copies of 
articles from the Jewish Chronicle , the 
main newspaper of the Jewish bourgeoi¬ 
sie in this country, openly reporting how 
Zionists admire the position AWL takes! 
The Israeli state-funded Union of Jewish 
Students repeatedly expressed its gratitude 
when I was in the NUS for Socialist Or¬ 
ganiser's, support for Zionism (no, they 
weren’t fooled by their two-statism). Of 
course, compared to the support of US 
imperialism for the Zionist state, the 
AWL’s support is but a drop in the ocean, 
but insofar as it confuses the opponents of 
Zionism and brings comfort to its support¬ 
ers, let us not be modest, Martin. Of course 
your support for imperialism is direct. It’s 
just that you are not able to muster many 
forces! 

I am a Jewish anti-Zionist who has had 
to face not merely the hostility of Zionists, 
who accused myself and others of ‘self- 
hatred’ (just as the Nazis accused anti-fas¬ 
cist Germans of being anti-national), but 
also thuggery, the breaking up of meetings 
and accusations of‘anti-semitism’. All this 
we can accept and fight, but treachery from 
those who called themselves Marxists but 
who aided those who justified war crimes 
against the Palestinians is unforgivable. 
The explanation for SO/AWL’s position is 
no different from that of social democrats 
in World War I. When chauvinism is in the 
air, it is always easier to side with your own 
ruling class than the oppressed in another 
country. 

It is little wonder that, having gone out 
of its way to find excuses for the bigots of 
Ulster loyalism (who also had a national 
identity, according to the AWL - kicking 
catholics) and Zionism, that AWL is now 
finding reasons why the United States and 
Britain should stay in Iraq. To protect the 
workers’ movement no less! Is it any 
wonder that, with socialists like these, 
Arabs should find the attractions of politi¬ 
cal islam more to their taste? 

The tragedy is that Martin Thomas 
doesn’t understand that the history of im¬ 
perialism is one of divide and rule and that, 
far from reining back the murderous at¬ 
tacks of islam on Iraq's worker parties, it 
makes it ever more likely that the islamic 
parties will continue to grow in strength. 
Tony Greenstein 
Brighton 

All Zionist? 

Roland Ranee in Iris witty note is presum¬ 
ably asking that the post-1945 ethnic¬ 
cleansing of Palestine be termed ‘Zionist/ 
imperialist colonisation’, as opposed to 
“Jewish/imperialist” - telling us that he as 
a Jew has not benefited from this con¬ 
spiracy yet (Letters, September 9). The 
implication is that the millions of Jews now 
occupying Palestine must obviously all be 
Zionists, and that no Jews in the rest of the 
world get any benefit or comfort at all from 
the building of the state of Israel into an 
enormous military power and the most 
dollar-aided country on earth. 

That anyone can have such naive delu¬ 
sions would be slightly more credible if 
Roland Ranee could be heard denouncing 
the foundation of the state of Israel and all 
its works. 

Royston Bull 
Manchester 

Abolish family 

“... a revolutionaryworld ofworkers’ states 
is the only long-tenn guarantee of real hu¬ 
man enlightenment on all the rotten 
discriminations still prevalent in an insecure, 
class-divided society” - Royston Bull, lias 
it down correctly (Letters, September 2). 

Single-issue politics are but a manifesta¬ 


tion of left reformism, for they flow from 
the fallacious proposition that capitalism 
can somehow be refrained to eliminate the 
terrible injustices that are inevitably part and 
parcel of the society that the system has 
produced. Intolerance against gay people 
has its roots within the nuclear family - the 
basic building-block of capitalism - and 
until the nuclear family has been replaced 
by a higher social unit reflecting the build¬ 
ing of socialism, which can only occur in 
the wake of a socialist revolution, these 
backward anti-gay attitudes will persist, for 
they are learned within the family. 

A successful socialist revolution would 
necessitate that the nuclear family receive 
no legal protection, and that social collec¬ 
tives be encouraged and aided by a state 
and government of, by and for the work¬ 
ing class. The key to the elimination of 
social oppression is inextricably tied to the 
overthrow of the profit system (capitalism) 
and its replacement by a system of eco¬ 
nomic and social collectivism. In short, the 
power of the working class. 

Michael Little 
Seattle 

Willy-wagging 

There have been a number of letters in the 
Weekly Worker demanding “how many 
members’ ’ the CPGB has - comrade Shaun 
Tinsley’s being a recent example (August 
5). This is something of low political worth 
which often raises its ugly head within left 
politics, indicative of a morbid and decay¬ 
ing sectarianism prevalent in our current 
political period. 

What a shame it is that left culture has 
degenerated into what can only be com¬ 
pared to the practice of pubescent male 
youths in the PE changing rooms - enthu¬ 
siastically comparing their manhood. The 
trap which comrade Tinsley falls into (and 
possibly the young boys too) is to confuse 
the prime importance of quality with that 
of quantity. 

It is taken as axiomatic by the majority 
of the left that ‘bigger is better’ and there¬ 
fore what is required for the liberation of 
mankind is to draw as many people as 
humanly possible into this or that left sect, 
analogous to an Automobile Association 
stall signing up people for motor insur¬ 
ance. Little wonder then, that some Brit¬ 
ish National Party thugs so easily 
infiltrated the Socialist Workers Party (see 
Weekly Worker September 2). 

This also has dire political and program¬ 
matic consequences - namely to tone down 
terms like ‘socialism’, ‘communism’ and 
the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ in an 
attempt to pander the existing (low) con¬ 
sciousness of the masses in a display of dire 
opportunism. Genuine Marxists start from 
the interests of the class itself - not the size 
of this or that left sect in competition with 
each other, or the extent that bourgeois 
ideology is warping mass consciousness. 

We recognise that without revolution¬ 
ary unity - around a democratically agreed 
programme, in which minority opinions 
are not only tolerated, but given room to 
flourish - the working class cannot liber¬ 
ate itself for the ultimate good of human¬ 
ity. This is why we intervene in Respect, 
the anti-war movement and (thankfully 
now) in the Socialist Alliance Democracy 
Platform, agitating politically against what 
we see as political failings made not only 
by the S WP, but by the Alliance for Work¬ 
ers ’ Liberty, the Socialist Paify, Workers 
Power and so forth. 

Ben Lewis 
Sheffield 

CPGB line’ 

Comrade Ian Donovan writes about “al¬ 
legations raised by the CPGB” in relation 
to Respect (Letters, September 9). The first 
of these is that the unity coalition is a ‘ ‘non¬ 
socialist alliance” and the second that Re¬ 
spect would have a “worse internal regime 
than the Socialist Labour Party”. 

The first ‘ ‘allegation’ ’ was publicly made 
by members of the Socialist Workers Party 
themselves - they said that was why prin¬ 
ciples like republicanism, a worker’s wage 
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Communist Party of Turkey 

One state, one party 


and open borders were out of place. Paul 
Holbon'ow specifically said: “Respect is 
not a socialist organisation” ( Weekly 
Worker January 29). As to the second, that 
was, I believe, made by a Weekly Worker 
writer, comrade Manny Neira, who like 
comrade Donovan recently deserted the 
ranks of CPGB partisans. 

The point is that the words of Weekly 
Worker writers should not be attributed to 
“the CPGB’ ’. Otherwise everything written 
in these pages by comrade Donovan him¬ 
self, who took a rather different position to 
that of comrade Neira, would also have to 
be regarded as the official CPGB ‘line’. 
Peter Manson 
editor 

Wake up 

Methinks that Ian Donovan should wake 
up and smell the coffee. He has written that 
Respect is “clearly a socialist coalition”. 
This is utter codswallop. Because Respect 
is actually a rainbow coalition. Further¬ 
more, the Respect party is little more than 
a front for the SWP-ISG bloc. 

Perhaps Ian Donovan might like to ex¬ 
plain why the Socialist Alliance was de¬ 
stroyed by the SWP-ISG bloc? 

Philip Maguire 
Wolverhampton 

Respect 

I would like to send only the briefest of 
messages conveying my support for the 
CPGB’s position on Respect. It is a posi¬ 
tion that, with the aid of the Weekly Worker, 
allows us to be part of a growing move¬ 
ment without being blind to its faults. 
James Osterberg 
email 

Correction 

Pictures accompanying the article, ‘Liv¬ 
ingstone tightens Iris grip’ featured in last 
week’s paper Weekly Worker should have 
been credited to Lars Bohn, 
bohn@attac.dk. We apologise for the 


S aturday September 11 saw a meet¬ 
ing to celebrate the 84th anniver¬ 
sary of the foundation of the 
Communist Party of Turkey (TKP) at 
London’s Marx Memorial Library. 

The Paity was declared illegal virtually 
from the fust. Nevertheless the TKP has 
played an unmistakable role in the life of 
Turkey. In the late 1960s it began to as¬ 
sume a mass character. Today’s continua¬ 
tion comes from the left and a split with 
the ‘officials’ in the mid- 1970s. The entire 
British committee - which published the 
paper Workers ’ Voice - and all those in 
Germany and Turkey itself who dared 
express sympathy with it were unilaterally 
expelled by the now liquidated Moscow- 
backed leadership. 

The British committee - the third larg¬ 
est TKP organisation - insisted that the 
revolutionary situation then gripping Tur¬ 
key could be resolved in one of two ways 
- either positively by revolution or nega¬ 
tively by counterrevolution. The ‘officials’ 
sought a retreat from the dilemma by turn¬ 
ing more and more towards reformism. 
However, in September 1980 the anny 
staged its counterrevolutionary coup. Then 
began the criticism of weapons and the 
arrest of communists, revolutionary social¬ 
ists and Kurdish left nationalists. Under 
these tragic circumstances the Workers ’ 
Voice wing questioned not only the ‘offi¬ 
cial’ leadership but the entire strategy of 
the Soviet Union going back to Stalin’s 
time. 

It was this wing of the TKP which 
helped inspire those who rebelled in the 
‘official’ CPGB and conducted their re¬ 
lentless ideological battle through The 
Leninist - launched in November 1981. In 


of the CPGB and now publish the Weekly 
Worker. 

The TKP lias gone through a deep crisis 
in recent times, its British oiganisation los¬ 
ing all community support as well as suf¬ 
fering splinters and splits. Thus the 
September 11 rally was seen as marking 
something of a relaunch, with a variety of 
communist parties and left groups invited 
to attend. However, although several sent 
messages of solidarity, only four attended 
the 40-strong event: the Communist Parties 
of Sudan and Bangladesh, the Democratic 
Socialist Party (Australia) and the CPGB. 

It was, then, something of an eclectic 
mix, which in one sense reminded this 
writer of the kind of international gather¬ 
ings organised by ‘official communism’ 
before the collapse of the Soviet Union. 
Rashid El Sheikh from the CP of Sudan 
and Golam Mostafa from the CP of Bang¬ 
ladesh gave what passed for an analysis of 
the situation in their respective countries, 
ending their speeches with cries of “Long 
live the Communist Party of Turkey!” 

Julian Coppens of the DSP, who wore 
a Respect T-shirt, turned out to be a tem¬ 
porary resident of Hackney. After inform¬ 
ing comrades that it was DSP policy to 
forge links with Marxist groups of what¬ 
ever type across the world, he too gave a 
run-down of the political situation in Iris 
country. 

A TKP comrade read out an official 
statement which related the history of his 
party, beginning with the massacre of 
founding members returning from the fa¬ 
mous Baku conference of1920. The Com¬ 
munist International had also secured the 
attendance of Turkish nationalists at Baku, 
the comrade explained, and it was these 


After a brief resume of the cmrent situ¬ 
ation in Turkey, he concluded with the 
obseivation that in today’s circumstances 
it was wrong to “repeat old slogans and 
failed programmes”. Quite right. But he 
did not outline the new direction it was 
necessary to take. 

Comrade MarkFischerwas introduced 
as someone who would “tell us about the 
situation in Britain”. This was ironic, given 
that many of the Turkish comrades in the 
room had lived in London longer than any 
of the CPGB comrades present. In fact 
comrade Fischer declined the invitation 
and spoke instead about the “profound 
political crisis’ ’ that had overtaken not only 
‘official communism’, but the entire work¬ 
ing class movement since the collapse of 
the Soviet Union. 

Comrade Fischer called for a “radical 
purging of false ideas from Marxism”. 
That had to include the recognition that 
from 1928 and the first five-year plan the 
USSR was no longer any kind of a work¬ 
ers’ state. We have to rid ourselves of all 
notions that the dictatorship of the prole¬ 
tariat can mean anything else other than the 
democratic rule of the working class and 
its allies. 

Nor should proletarian internationalism 
preclude comradely criticism. On the con¬ 
trary, he said, ‘ ‘communists need to be bru¬ 
tally honest with each other ’. The criticism 
he was making of the TKP comrades who 
have lived in Britain for more than a gen¬ 
eration is that they had not assimilated into 
British life in a fully revolutionary way. 
For example, they could have, and should 
have, joined the Socialist Alliance and then 
Respect alongside the CPGB. Exile poli¬ 
tics is notoriously fractious, debilitating 


London Communist 
Forum 

Sunday September 17, 5pm - ‘Social¬ 
ist consciousness in the post-revolution- 
ary state’, using Istvan Meszaros’s The 
power of ideology as a study guide. 
Diorama Arts Centre, 34 Osnaburgh 
Street, London NW1 (nearesttubes: Re¬ 
gents Park, Great Portland Street). 

London Labour Left 

Next meeting: Wednesday September 
22,7.30pm, Calthorpe Arms, Grays Inn 
Road (nearest tube: Kings Cross). 
Agenda includes Greater London La¬ 
bour Party and paity conference. 
Conference report-back: Monday Oc¬ 
tober 4, 7.30pm, Conway Hall, Red 
Lion Square. Speakers: Ann Black, 
Christine Shawcroft, Pete Willsman. 

NCADC 

National Coalition of Anti-Deportation 
Campaigns national meeting - Saturday 
October 2, 12 noon to 5pm, ARC, 60 
Dovecote Street, Stockton on Tees. 
Lunch provided, creche available. 
Transport costs for anti-deportation 
campaigns reimbursed (travel by cheap¬ 
est possible method and keep receipts). 
To attend contact nearest coordinator or 
0121 554 6947; ncadc@ncadc.org.uk 

Terminal frontiers 

A digital art exhibition about asylum 
and global manipulation. 

Artists include: Kooj Chuhan, Aiden 
Jolly, Tang Lin, Keith Piper, Jilah 
Bakhshayesh, Miseio Kunda-Anaku 
and Hafiza Mohamed. 

Touring schedule begins with Street 
Level Photoworks, 26 King Street, 
Glasgow Gl, till October 2, and then 
goes to Q Gallery, Derby; Watermans, 
Brentford, TW8; and Portsmouth Arts 
Centre. 

See: www.virtualmigrants.com 


omission • 1991 these comrades reclaimed the name 


PUBLICATION 

Draft programme 
of the CPGB 

In 1981 the Leninists of the 'official' CPGB 
announced their open, disciplined and principled 
struggle to reforge the Communist Party. 

This draft programme represents a milestone in 
this defining task. 

Now republished in pamphlet form. £1.50 or 
€2.00 (including postage). 


Fighting fund 


First class 

T wo regular standing orders have our cover price to £1 from the first issue 

boosted our September fighting in October. The annual subscription rate 

fund and taken our total to £305 - well will not be doubled though, increasing 
on our way towards our £500 target, to £50 (£25 for six months). But you can 

Thanks to comrades MM and KG - and make a substantial saving of £ 10 a year 
thanks as well to HJ, RL and PL for their if you choose to pay by quarterly stand- 
smaller, but nonetheless useful, dona- ing order. 

tions. We are well aware that readers of the 

Unfortunately, however, although online version (there were 7,706 of them 
we have been just about achieving the last week) are, by contrast, getting their 
full £500 most months, our costs have paper scot free. That is why I am once 
continued to rise. The latest blow is the again appealing for them to come up 
decision by Royal Mail to abolish the with a lot more donations - there were 
reduced postal rate for registered news- none at all last week. It is easy to help 
papers from October 1. From now on out with our PayPal facility. It takes just 
we will have to pay the full first class less than a minute using your credit or 
stamp. debit card • 

We have therefore decided to increase Robbie Rix 

Ask for a bankers order form, or send cheques, 
payable to Weekly Worker 



very people who treacherously ordered the 
murder of the communists. 

The tendency of Soviet communists to 
form alliances with other class forces at the 
expense of their own comrades was a 
theme of this part of his speech. After 
World War II the Soviet bureaucracy aided 
Turkish industry, even though the Turkish 
bourgeoisie allowed the placing of US 
nuclear weapons directed against the 
USSR on its soil. The Soviet press even 
greeted the army junta in 1980 as a “bul¬ 
wark against terrorism”, said the comrade. 


and ultimately sterile. Apart from excep¬ 
tional circumstances and exceptional peo¬ 
ple - editors, members of a central 
committee, etc - migrants should be en¬ 
couraged to take up the class war in their 
adopted country and thereby enrich its 
culture and political life. 

The message was clear: communists 
must first and foremost unite to fight the 
ruling class in the country where they find 
themselves - that is an internationalist 
duty* 

Peter Manson 


RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary 
Democratic Group, 
email rdgroup@yahoo.com 

CPGB wills 

Remember the CPGB and keep the 
struggle going. Put our Party’s name 
and address, together with the amount 
you wish to leave, in your will. If you 
need further help, do not hesitate to con¬ 
tact us. 


LIMITED SUPPLIES 

Europe: meeting the 
challenge of continental unity 



In this book of essays Jack Conrad argues against 
those who view the European Union and the single 
currency with trepidation. The unity of capitalist 
Europe is our opportunity to unite the European 
working class into a single combat party - a 
Communist Party of the EU. An important step in that 
direction would be a European Socialist Alliance. 
pp!29, £5 or €8 


ESF diary 

European Social Forum 

October 15-17, London (Alexandra 

Palace and Bloomsbury) 

Every Thursday, 10am - coordinating 
committee, City Hall, Greater London 
Authority, Queens Walk. 

Thursday, September 23, 7pm - pro¬ 
gramme working group, details to be 
confirmed. 

Contact: ESF, c/o Natfhe, 27 Britannia 
Street, London WC1X 9JP; +44 20 
7833 8440; ukesfoffice@gn.apc.org; 
www.fse-esf.org 
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Join the Respect Unity Coalition 


Complete this slip and send it to: 

Respect - The Unity Coalition 
Winchester House 
259-269 Old Marylebone House 
London NW1 5RA 

Include a cheque for a minimum of £10, 
or more if you wish to make a donation, 
payable to Unity Political Fund. 


O I wish to join the Respect Unity Coalition 

Name_ 

Address_ 

Town/city_ 

Postcode_Phone_ 

Email_ 
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Pro-Kerry websites 

See no 
evil, hear 
no evil 

T he contest between George W Bush and John Kerry is a non-choice 
between the Tweedle Dum of reactionary unilateralism and the 
Tweedle Dee of multilateral U S imperialism plus smooth PR To man¬ 
gle Winston Churchill, both candidates offer America and the world noth¬ 
ing but blood, sweat and tears, yet the Kerry camp has managed to persuade 
a sizeable chunk of US left and social movement activists to support him. 

Understandably the Democratic Party (www.demoerats.org) are stand¬ 
ing by their man. Much of the materials are recycled hand-me-downs from 
the Kerry campaign site (Weekly Worker September 9) and, like its sibling, 
the whole website is short on detailed policy content Still at least we can read 
the “shocking” news that Bush has been stacking the courts with his hard- 
right friends, or get to grips with the campaign’s real issues by reading the 
irrefutable facts surrounding Bush’s youthful holiday in the Texas air na¬ 
tional guard. It says everything about the bankruptcy of the Democrats when 
they refuse to concentrate their lire on Bush’s disgraceful record, prefer¬ 
ring instead to play the kind of personal politics few follow and care even 
less about If they think this will turn out the Democrat vote, they are seri¬ 
ously mistaken. 

The pro-Kerry ‘Democratic Underground’ site (www.democraticun- 
derground.com) seems happy to stick to the party’s electoral ‘strategy’, lead¬ 
ing with Bush’s avoidance of the draft. To all intents and purposes the site is 
a grassroots Democrat bulletin board: the polished tone of its officious sta¬ 
ble mates is out the window, and instead insults, sarcasm and dirty tricks of 
America’s ranting pundit culture are all on display. For example, its weekly 
edition of‘Top 10 conservative idiots’ gives viewers the opportunity to nomi¬ 
nate the cream of rightwing nincompoopery for ridicule. This week’s 10 
includes Fox News in-house ideologue Bill O’Reilly for falling for the kind 
of phone pranks Bart Simpson would be proud of. The Bush-friendly me¬ 
dia also secure a spot, Dick Cheney occupies two and Bush receives the ac¬ 
colade of featuring in the six remaining positions, including the coveted 
number one - all for lies and cover-ups around (you guessed it) his military 
record. 

The rest of DU continues to mine the humorous vein, the ‘Hate mailbag’ 
being the most entertaining section by far, but it is in the busy forums where 
the real issues are debated in something approaching a serious tone. Over¬ 
all it is a site for Democrats, their sympathisers and the occasional Repub¬ 
lican troll: there is no attempt to pitch Kerry at those considering voting for 
third party candidates. 

Straddling the membership of the Democrats, the Democratic Socialists 
of America (www.dsausa.org) have attempted to make the progressive case 
for Kerry. Tucked away in the editorial of its Democratic Left journal, the 
Political Action Committee’s statement runs through Bush's agenda and 
the progressive movements that have mobilised against him, concluding: 
“Their goal is our goal: to kick the Bush regime out of office.” The PAC goes 
on to register the DSA’s disapproval of Kerry’s avowed neoliberalism, but 
a victory for the Kerry slate is preferable because his administration “would 
face pressure from below by those very social movements whose activism 
put them into office”. One is immediately reminded of those French com¬ 
rades who evoked similar arguments to justify voting for Jacques Chirac 
over Jean-Marie Le Pen. Chirac may be many things, but being a political 
prisoner of the French left is not one of them. It seems this lesson is lost on 
theDSA. 

Allegedly standing in the tradition of Marxism-Leninism, the Commu¬ 
nist Party USA (www.cpusa.org) should really know better. Instead of seek¬ 
ing to mobilise the fragmented American left behind independent working 
class politics, it offers a dull social democratic electoral platform around 
which an anti-Bush movement could be mobilised. Perhaps showing some 
glimmers of a communist conscience, the CPUS A “does not endorse any 
candidate”. Someone ought to have reminded Sam Webb, the national chair, 
that this is his party’s position. His ‘Just being anti-Bush is not enough’ article 
pursues the ‘anyone but Bush’ line to its logical conclusion: the “overriding 
political task is to defeat Bush... and elect Kerry”, because a Kerry victory 
would, apparently, “be a body blow to the right”. The comrade really should 
read Kerry in his own words before making such foolish statements. 

Closing ones eyes to Kerry’s evils cannot make them go away, and a nega¬ 
tive demand (Bush out!) will never build a positive movement without break¬ 
ing from the Republican-Democrat duopoly. The real task of progressives 
in this election is not to use lesser-evil reasoning to endorse the Kerry camp, 
but to build their own independent alternative • 

Phil Hamilton 



Mobilising 
against Hartz IV 

Over the last couple of months, up to 130,000 people have taken 
part in the so-called Montagsdemonstrationen (Monday 
demonstrations) against a new law attacking unemployment 
benefits. Could these provide the spark for the long overdue 
foundation of a real working class party? Tina Becker reports 



T aking effect from January 1 2005, 
the new law (dubbed ‘Hartz IV’ af¬ 
ter the bureaucrat who drafted it) will 
mark a dramatic worsening for all those 
out of work for 12 months or longer. This 
will affect many families: the unemploy¬ 
ment rate in Germany as a whole has been 
at 12% for months now, with 9.6% with¬ 
out a job in the west, while in the fonner 
Gennan Democratic Republic the figure 
is as high as one in five. 

Hartz IV is part of the far wider reach¬ 
ing ‘reform package’, Agenda2010, ofthe 
Social Democratic government. This has 
already seen massive attacks on pension 
rights, social services and drastic cuts in the 
health services: just like in Britain, the 
patient now has to pay for more and more 
services. These attacks on the German 
working class are part and parcel of the 
drive of the European bourgeoisie to bring 
down living standards and reduce work¬ 
ing conditions in the interests of profitabil¬ 
ity. 

For the first year of their unemploy¬ 
ment, workers in Germany receive a fixed 
percentage of their average income for the 
previous year - 60% of what they earned 
after deduction of taxes. However, after 12 
months, this will get cut down to a measly 
€345 (£236) per month in the west and 
€331 (£226) in the east. Also, the so-called 
‘long-tenn unemployed’ will have to ac¬ 
cept any job offered to them - no matter if 
it is on the other side of the country, has 
no connection to their usual profession or 
means accepting a wage just a few euros 
above unemployment benefit level. Only 
those with dependent family members 
might be excused from moving. 

As Germany is one of the seven coun¬ 
tries in the European Union without a 
statutory minimum wage, Hartz IV could 
result in salaries being massively driven 
down across the board. There will be hun¬ 
dreds of thousands of new so-called ‘one- 
eurojobs’, where the worker literally earns 
one euro (68p) per hour on top of benefit. 
Again, the ‘long-tenn unemployed' will 
have to accept such jobs, otherwise they 
risk seeing their benefits cut. Frank-Jiiigen 
Weise, head of the national unemployed 
agency (Bundesagentur fur Arbeit), esti¬ 
mates that there will be “at least 300,000- 
400,000” of those one-euro jobs created - 
if anything, this looks like a conservative 
estimate (Bild Zeitung September 11). 

So an unemployed engineering worker 
from Hamburg could be ordered to move 
to Bavaria to cut trees - for benefit plus one 
euro an hour. However, such ‘employ¬ 
ment’ comes without sickness pay or ac¬ 
cident cover and carries with it no right to 
strike or set up a union committee. One- 
euro workers can be sacked at a minute’s 
notice. 

Naturally, this is great for business: 
bosses can offer the most shitty jobs and 
know that somebody will have to accept 
it. And, of course, this is a real threat to all 
those workers who still have a ‘nonnal’ 
job - employers know they can get some¬ 
body to do the same work for a fraction of 
the union rate. 

Up to its neck in all of this alongside the 
governing SPD (Sozialdemokratische 
Partei Deutschlands) is its coalition part¬ 
ner in crime, the Green Party. The Greens 
fully support Agenda 2010. Foreign min¬ 
ister Joschka Fischer - one of those Greens 


with a relatively radical political past on 
the Gennan left - has defended the new 
attack: “The only political argument I hear 
against Hartz IV is that everything should 
stay the way it is. I would be in favour of 
that if we could pay for it. But we cannot 
pay for it. If we just sat back - like the 
government of Helmut Kohl did for fear 
of losing power - Germany would lose its 
competitiveness, unemployment would 
rise dramatically and social security would 
mushroom” (Berliner Tagesspiegel Au¬ 
gust 26). Having supported the deploy¬ 
ment of Gennan troops in Afghanistan, the 
Greens are not even attempting any more 
to appear leftwing. 

While the demonstrations against Hartz 
IV indicate an increase in working class 
militancy, protests alone cannot effectively 
challenge the neoliberal agenda. Real lead¬ 
ership is needed, but that is easier said than 
done in today’s Germany. Most trade un¬ 
ions have endured the recent attacks al¬ 
most stoically, having lost hundreds of 
thousands of members in recent years. The 
services union, Verdi, and IG Metall - two 
ofthe biggest unions in Europe - are some¬ 
what involved in the demonstrations, but 
have yet to pull their weight or initiate ef¬ 
fective industrial action against the attacks. 

Similarly, the Gennan left is riddled 
with contradictions. As the only real left 
party with any influence, the Party of 
Democratic Socialism (PDS) plays a very 
contradictory role in these demonstrations 
and politics generally: it is heavily in¬ 
volved in the protests, particularly in the 
fonner east Germany. Although it tries to 
talk down its own part, in many areas it 
provides the backbone of the demos: the 
PDS prints the leaflets, organises the route 
for the marches, provides the stewards and 
sets up the speakers’ platform. 

In the forthcoming federal elections in 
some east German states, it now looks 
certain to emerge victorious in 
Brandenburg and come second in 
Sachsen. In fact, the fight against Hartz TV 
has revived tire party’s flagging fortunes: 


After the 2003 parliamentary elections, the 
PDS was left with only two directly 
elected MPs in the Bundestag, after hav¬ 
ing failed to reach the 5% threshold. In tire 
west, the party is lucky to pick up one or 
two percent. 

Its continuing move to the right has cer¬ 
tainly lost it a lot of its traditional support. 
Wherever it is part of the government (Ber¬ 
lin, Brandenburg, Mecklenburg-Vor¬ 
pommern, etc), it has put in force 
wide-ranging cuts in social services and 
generally played tire role of ‘responsible’ 
politicians - in other words its regional 
programme is pretty similar to what it is 
now opposing on a national level in the 
shape of Hartz IV. This contradiction has 
left it open to criticism from the left - and 
of course the government, which has 
waged quite an effective campaign to ridi¬ 
cule tire party. 

The PDS has long given up any notion 
of fighting for a socialist alternative, 
mainly seeing itself as an alternative SPD 
in eastern Germany. This resulted, for ex¬ 
ample, in the first mass-produced PDS 
placard (‘Hartz IV is poverty by law - let’s 
get rid of it’) being replaced with toned 
downversion(‘HartzIV is poverty by law 
- we stand by you’). And that the PDS 
undoubtedly does: distributing hundreds 
of thousands of infomration packs on the 
new law, helping claimants fill in fonns, 
etc. 

But what is needed to fight effectively 
against such attacks is not a local social 
service (as useful as that might be for many 
poor east Germans). A clear political al¬ 
ternative is long overdue. Wftrether the 
currently emerging ‘ Wahlinitiative Arbeit 
imd soziale Gerechtigkeit’ (Electoral Ini¬ 
tiative for Labour and Social Justice) can 
provide it is very doubtful, however. Nev¬ 
ertheless, all democrats, socialists and 
communists should welcome its founda¬ 
tion - and fight hard to make it a vehicle 
capable of challenging not just the recent 
attacks, but the whole system that produces 
such injustices over and over again • 
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Remaking the left 


Hugo Braun is a leading member of Attac 
Germany, which he represents at 
preparatory meetings of the European 
Social Fomm. He is also a member of the 
German Communist Party (DKP). Tina 
Becker spoke to him about the current 
political situation 



Hugo Braun: a socialist future 


he Monday demonstrations 
first took place in the old East 
Germany just before the wall 
came down in 1989. While in 1989 
the demos were very critical of the 
GDR, where the demos are at their 
biggest today, now many people 
are angry at the effects of capital¬ 
ism on their lives. 

In the east of Germany, a lot of people are 
very disappointed in the way unification 
took place and the fact that so many prom¬ 
ises were not delivered. Remember the 
then chancellor Helmut Kohl painting his 
rosy picture of “bluhende Landschaften” 
[blooming landscapes] that would stretch 
all over East Germany? In reality, massive 
decay and wide-scale destruction of indus¬ 
try have taken place. 

The Monday demonstrations were not 
aimed, originally, against the GDR itself. 
They were aimed against aspects of its 
policy of paternalism: against travel re¬ 
strictions and so forth. The overwhelming 
maj ority of those taking part were not op¬ 
ponents of the GDR, not opponents of so¬ 
cialism. 

The Monday demos were revived to 
protest against tire war on Iraq. In Leipzig, 
for example, protests regularly took place 
until about nine months ago. Pretty much 
tlie same organisations that were involved 
in these demonstrations are now taking up 
tlie protest against Hartz IV. 

Which political forces are involved? 
Generally, a range of left alliances has 
taken on the task of mobilising for these 
demos, which look a little different in each 
city, hi most areas, those involved include 
tlie PDS, the DKP, Attac, unemployed or¬ 
ganisations, trade unionists and all sorts of 
other different left groups. Naturally, in the 
east of Gennany, the PDS is far more in¬ 
volved than in the west, simply because of 
its different size and influence. 

In western Gennany, the newly founded 
local social forums, which have mush¬ 
roomed in the last couple of years, are also 
part of the campaign. Those forums, which 
see themselves as part of a worldwide 
network of social forces, have - for the first 
time - effectively shown their existence in 
these demonstrations. 

They are part of a more general attempt 
to unify the different social movements in 
Germany. In July next year, for example, 
tlie first Gennan Social Forum will take 
place - very symbolically - in an east Ger¬ 
man city, Erfurt. Trade unions such as 
Verdi and IG Metall are heavily involved 
in this process, as are NGOs, Attac and 
other such organisations. It could be a very 
important weekend for crystallising and 
pulling together the different protest move¬ 
ments. 

Then there is the Gewerkschaftliche 
Aktionskonferenz [union activists confer¬ 
ence] coming up, where leftwing trade 
unionists are starting to collaborate and 
organise together. There is a core of activ¬ 
ists involved in all these different move¬ 
ments. 

These forces seem pretty identical 
to those participating in the new 
Wahlinitiative Arbeit und soziale 
Gerechtigkeit party (WASG). Can 
you describe how it came into 
being? 

In a positive sense, you could describe the 
WASG as a social democratic force. The 
initiative was first taken by a number of left 
SPD members and middle-ranking trade 
unionists - overwhelmingly from IG 
Metall and Verdi - in Berlin and Baden- 
Wurttemberg. The leaders of these unions 
are very definitely not involved, and nei¬ 
ther are any other prominent politicians. It 
is a real bottom-up movement. Prominent 
left social democrats like Oscar 
Lafontaine, who has been supporting the 
Monday demonstrations, has made it clear 
that he wants to carry on his fight within 
tlie structures of the SPD. 

The official founding will take place this 
autumn, when alternative candidates in the 
2006 parliamentary elections will be pro¬ 


posed. Particularly in the west, this new 
party will be the only left alternative - there 
is nothing else around. 

There are negotiations going on with die 
PDS, though I do not think that an elec¬ 
toral alliance is on the cards at the moment. 
But I have to say that this might be the only 
realistic way to achieve a strong left rep¬ 
resentation in the Bundestag - with the 
PDS standing in the east and the WASG 
in the west. Officially, the PDS leadership 
is still saying ‘no’ to such an alliance, but 
some are coming round to the idea. No 
final decision has been made. 

Would the WASG still stand against 
the SPD if that meant a conserva¬ 
tive victory was more likely? 

Tlie time of pure pressure politics is over. 
You cannot seriously tell people to go for 
the lesser evil any more. You cannot tell 
them that the SPD-Green government is 
just that little bit better than a conservative 
government. Of course there are nuances 
in the neoliberal agenda that both of these 
political forces follow, but they are only 
nuances - and people in Gennany are in¬ 
creasingly starting to recognise this. 
What is the relationship between 
the WASG and the Monday demon¬ 
strations? 

Wherever the WASG exists, it has been 
taking part in the Monday demonstrations. 
But the WASG has not emerged out of 
these protests: it is purely an intellectual 
development, if you will. Of course, po¬ 
litically it would have been very desirable 
to see a new political party arise out of a 
broad mass movement seeking parliamen- 
taiy representation. Unfortunately, this is 
not what happened. 

Will a social democratic party be 
enough to stop those neoliberal 
attacks or do we actually need 
something more: a revolutionary 
party? 

I see the WASG as a historically necessary 
project. It is supported by the DKP and 
other left organisations. However, it has no 
programme as of yet. How deeply organi¬ 
sations such as my own get involved in the 


WASG will depend on how that turns out. 
There are of course a number of commu¬ 
nists and socialists who are involved in 
drawing up the programme, so we will 
have to wait and see. 

How democratic is this process? 
Although I am not personally involved in 
these negotiations, they are, as far as I can 
tell, democratic. It is still early days, of 
course, and in many areas the structures are 
only starting to develop, many even under 
different names. Every organisation that 
wants to come on board, either on a local 
or national level, can do so - which, of 
course, leads to its own set of problems. 
Our conference in the autumn will be pre¬ 
sented with a first draft for a programme, 
which will then start tire public debate, but 
no final decisions will be made during the 
conference. 

The WASG will most certainly not 
adopt a revolutionary programme - though 
historically that is of course what is nec¬ 
essary. But for the 2006 parliamentary 
elections this is not on the cards. The pro¬ 
gramme will, however, stand against the 
neoliberal agenda of the government and 
will present clear alternatives - for tlie here 
and now, under capitalism. The DKP will 
of course make it very clear that the fight 
for a socialist future must be part of this 
discussion. 

Germany of course already has 
such a broad, reformist left party: 
the PDS. Why build another one? 

The PDS does not clearly reject tlie gov¬ 
ernment’s neoliberal agenda any more. 
They used to present some kind of alter¬ 
native a few years back, but wherever they 
have been part of the government they 
have been involved in enforcing pro-capi¬ 
talist, business-friendly policies. In Berlin, 
the PDS has been responsible for massive 
social and cultural cuts. 

This is where a new left party needs to 
give a firm ‘no’ and draw the line. In my 
opinion, this new party should already 
make it clear today that it would not par¬ 
ticipate in any neoliberal government. 
Parliament yes, but not the government • 
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TO AUGUST 

The Soviet Union: 

from revolution to countcfrcrcASbn 
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enemy 
camp 
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Problems 

of communist organisation 


■ Which road? 

The programmes of‘official communism’ were designed to serve those in the work¬ 
ers’ movement who had no interest in revolution, those who preferred compro¬ 
mise with capitalism rather than its destruction. 

Jack Conrad also deals with the refonnist programme of Peter Taaffe’s group 
and lays the groundwork necessary for drafting a revolutionary programme. 

£6.95/€ll 

■ From October to August 

Articles by Jack Conrad, charting the rise and demise of the USSR from Stalin’s 
monocratic dictatorship to the twists and turns of Gorbachev’s perestroika and 
Yeltsin’s counter-coup. Throughout there is a stress on the necessity of democ¬ 
racy. 

£6.95/€ll 

■ In the enemy camp 

Examines the theory and practice of communist electoral work. Particular atten¬ 
tion is paid to the Bolsheviks’ anti-boycottism and their strategy for revolution. 
Vital for Socialist Alliance activists. 

£4.95/€7.75 

■ Problems of communist organisation 

What is the correct balance between democracy and centralism? Jack Conrad ex¬ 
plores this thorny issue in his historically significant argument against a disgrun¬ 
tled minority who deserted the CPGB in 1992. 

£4.95/€7.75 

■ A plan for miners 

The Communist Party’s ‘anti-submission’ to the Tory government’s 1992 coal re¬ 
view. The case is made for working class self-activity and socialism. Arthur Scaigjll 
famously disowned it. 

£1.00/€1.50 

■ Towards a Socialist Alliance party 

Jack Conrad’s book argued for tlie Socialist Alliance to move to a higher organi¬ 
sational and political stage. Drawing on an extensive study of history, this work 
presented the case for a party fmnly based on a Marxist programme and the mles 
and methods of democratic centralism. 

£7.00/€ll 

Buy all 6 books for £23/€36 and save £8.80/€l4 
Delivery free within the United Kingdom 


Please send me a copy of: 
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In the enemy camp □ 

Problems of communist organisation □ 
A plan for miners □ 

Towards a Socialist Alliance party □ 
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TUC 

Pre-election rumbles 



Tony Woodley: more barbed than Barber 


W ith a general election looming, 
the next time TUC delegates 
gather forthe annual parliament 
of the trade union movement they might 
well be ‘enjoying’ life rmder a third suc¬ 
cessive Labour government. No wonder 
Tony Blair feels the hand of history on his 
shoulder. 

It looks a reasonably safe bet too. Brit¬ 
ain is still very much a two-party system 
of governance and the Tory Party lan¬ 
guishes hopelessly in opinion polls. Hav¬ 
ing ditched his ‘modernisers’, Michael 
Howard has been unable to come up with 
anything much programmatically apart 
from the usual wanned-over Thatcherite 
fare. Pathetically, faced with what he says 
is a doomsday scenario of global wann¬ 
ing, his answer is tax incentives. 

Without any immediate Tory danger, it 
is hardly surprising that amongst the up¬ 
per echelons of the trade union bureauc¬ 
racy political nerves are beginning to get 
less j ittery and appetites are being aroused. 
So this year there were distinct rumbles 
from the TUC jungle - particularly from 
the ‘big four’ ofUnison, Amicus, TGWU 
and GMB, who came detennined to flex 
a bit of muscle. 

They were certainly ‘incentivised’ by 
recent comments from CBI director gen¬ 
eral Digby Jones, who, having dismissed 
trade unions as irrelevant, argued that the 
only “protection people need” in a tight 
labour market with a chronic skills short¬ 
age is to be “so adaptable, trained and valu¬ 
able” so that no employer would dare “let 
them go or treat them badly”. 

Of course, the individual worker and the 
boss do not face each other in the market 
place as equals. Workers have no means 
of production - despite their skills, adapt¬ 
ability and training, they are propertyless. 
Workers have no choice but to sell their 
ability to labour to one employer or an¬ 


other. Historically, it was that or starve. 
Now it is a grey existence on the dole. 
Hence trade unions, collective bargaining 
and workers’ solidarity. By combining 
together in the market place workers can¬ 
not abolish exploitation. That is the intrin¬ 
sic limitation of trade unions. But unions 
can lessen competition between workers 
and significantly improve their lot. 

Not that this year’s TUC had its eyes set 
on anything significant. The highest am¬ 
bition seemed to be crumbs from the ta¬ 
ble of third-tenn Blairism. You could 
almost call the Brighton congress the War¬ 
wick congress, so often was July’s policy 
forum mentioned and treated almost as a 
talisman. True, Warwick involved some 
hard negotiations between the union tops 
and the Labour government hierarchy. But 
the result was hardly a give-away. 

Trade unions remain painfully weak. 
Nevertheless there is at the base of soci¬ 
ety, and in every workplace too, growing, 
and increasingly angry, discontent. That is 
why officialdom is making so much of 
Warwick. They can claim to have deliv¬ 
ered ... something. Agreed, in the ‘accord’ 
were 56 specific areas where workers’ 
rights and conditions are to be marginally 
improved - such as the pledge to exclude 
bank holidays from the four weeks ’ annual 
paid leave guaranteed to all workers. 

Though the newly appointed election 
manifesto supremo, Alan Milbum, might 
privately be tempted to water down these 
commitments, the big four were deter¬ 
mined that he should do no such thing. So, 
as congress began, we had Dave Prentis, 
general secretary of Unison, describe 
Warwick as “sacrosanct”. Kevin Curran, 
GMB general secretary, warned: ‘Tinker 
with Warwick and you tinker with the re¬ 
lationship. We’re very clear: if they don’t 
stick to Warwick, there will be a falling- 
out - no question about it.” In a similar 


vein, Tony Woodley of the T&G declared: 
“We will stick to the agreement. I call on 
ministers to do the same.” 

Tony Blair is acutely conscious that rank 
and file morale in the Labour Party has 
collapsed. So too has membership and 
crucially organisation. Ward and constitu¬ 
ency Labour parties are empty husks. For 
the forthcoming general election he will 
therefore have to rely on the trade union 


machine and all its small anny of frill tim¬ 
ers to do the donkey work. In return he is 
indeed prepared to promise a few crumbs. 

Blair said: “I come here to praise War¬ 
wick, not bury it.” He made a show of 
backing the extension of job protection 
across the public sector for workers trans¬ 
ferred from government employment to 
private sector contractors - the two-tier 
workforce. Blair also cynically congratu¬ 


lated trade unions for embracing “partner¬ 
ship’ ’ and rej ecting ‘ ‘conflict’ ’ - code words 
for class collaboration and selling out those 
workers in struggle. 

Not that his government is looking to 
end its conflict with the PCSU by with¬ 
drawing the threat to sack 100,000 civil 
servants. The Tories ’ anti-trade union laws 
are to be kept intact as well. Nor, predict¬ 
ably, was Blair repentant about his war- 


Platitudes and tempura prawns 


TGWU shop steward Peter Jackson reports from Brighton 


G ale force winds and rain lashed 
Trade Union Congress delegates 
throughout the week, as they came 
and went from Brighton Conference Cen¬ 
tre. A small gauntlet of leftwing paper-sell¬ 
ers were herded behind unnecessary crash 
barriers. 

Inside, various unions had stalls, distrib¬ 
uting the inevitable pens that do not work 
and key rings no one will use. Insurance 
companies and legal firms had also set up 
shop in the area outside the main hall, 
though there was a noticeable absence of 
employers. Many, one suspects, were sav¬ 
ing their marketing budgets for the Labour 
Party, due to arrive the week after next. In 
fact TUC 2004 was a wann-up for, and 
dominated by, the forthcoming Labour 
conference. 

Congress chair Roger Lyons kicked us 
off with ‘Employment rights, equal rights, 
organising and recruitment’ and delegates 
clapped politely and dutifully expressed 
their passionless agreement in the votes on 
the various composites. The pattern was 
set and the die was cast. The entire week 
was one of nodding through and nodding 
off, although some congress virgins tried 
and failed to put fire into the ‘debates’. 

Don’t get me wrong. I have no problem 
with providing employment rights from 
day one for unfair dismissal and redun¬ 


dancy; with paid time off for family- 
friendly leave; with strengthening protec¬ 
tion for migrant workers; with ensuring the 
right to take industrial action in accordance 
with ILO conventions; with protecting 
from dismissal workers taking lawful 
strike action; with interim relief beyond 
eight weeks, etc, etc. 

However, as with a debate on mother¬ 
hood and apple pie, there is nothing there 
to disagree with. Even the tenninally dull 
Strategic review provoked only a half¬ 
hearted protest from Anita Halpin, of the 
Morning Star’s Communist Party of Brit¬ 
ain, for not emphasising the role of young 
workers more. Throughout most of the 
week empty chairs dominated the hall, as 
smokers (and non-smokers too) disap¬ 
peared for a ‘ fag break’. At the tea bar one 
old hand reflected: “At least Arthur Scar- 
gill could put on a flicking good row.” 

Some have dismissed congress as a 
waste of time, but unions like my own 
have been defending the annual gathering 
as the last bastion of lay democracy. Al¬ 
though, I have to say, the whole 
compositing and standing orders commit¬ 
tee process sucks the soul out of any mean¬ 
ingful decision-making or attempt to 
grapple with big questions. 

For example, why do most workers re¬ 
main outside union membership, even 


though the hourly earnings of union mem¬ 
bers averaged 17.7% more than the earn¬ 
ings of non-union workers in 2003, 
according to DTI figures? That seems a 
worthwhile figure, but the harsh reality is 
that union negotiators, even in the most 
vulnerable areas forthe employers like the 
airline industry, have managed to achieve 
on average only inflation-level pay rises 
since Labour came to power. 

Of course, the real business is not what 
is placed before delegates, but is carried on 
behind the scenes, where the TUC acts as 
broker for peace between the unions that 
matter and New Labour. Congress House 
plays out its traditional role of conflict reso¬ 
lution between their increasingly agitated 
affiliates and the labour movement’s offi¬ 
cial political wing. 

Well in advance of Brighton, the line be¬ 
ing spun was that trade unionists are not 
necessarily awkward, but merely enthusi¬ 
astic negotiators. We like to use phrases 
like ‘A lot done, a lot still to do’ and iden¬ 
tify the ‘common ground issues’ to build 
on. That brings me to the Warwick na¬ 
tional policy forum deal. Despite not be¬ 
ing on the official agenda, this is what TUC 
2004 was all about. 

Monday's Today programme on Radio 
Four featured a ‘fighting back’-style inter¬ 
view with Tony Woodley, T&G general 


secretary. The conversation soon got down 
to the real meat: whether Alan Milbum 
would scupper the agreements made at 
Warwick. For leaders like Woodley and 
other relative new boys such as Kevin 
Quran (GMB) and Derek Simpson (Ami¬ 
cus) - who fought internal elections on the 
theme of standing up to New Labour - it 
is vital that there is a deal they can confi¬ 
dently sell to their respective executives in 
return for supporting Labour in the next 
general election. 

The approach from Woodley and co 
was that of professional industrial negotia¬ 
tors moving from corporate employers to 
corporate government. Prepare your case, 
set your top and bottom lines, get in-prin- 
ciple agreements, give yourself some ne¬ 
gotiating ‘wiggle room’ and set dates for 
future negotiations. Wham, bam - business 
done. 

With the unions believing they had a 
deal, the No 10 spin-masters shot Alan 
Milbum across their bows, ensuring that 
only apersonal appearance by Tony Blair 
at Brighton would pour oil on troubled 
waters. As he took centre stage on Mon¬ 
day afternoon, industrial and political cor- 
respondents were ready with their 
notebooks and digital recorders poised 
for Blair’s polite fuck-off to the brothers 
and sisters. 

In the end it was a total anti-climax. 
‘Tony”, as Roger Lyons introduced the 
prime minister, declared: “I come to praise 


Warwick, not bury it.” It was all downhill 
from there. The applause was hardly en¬ 
thusiastic and no one was entertained, but 
Blair had done what he came to do. The 
big four rushed out to waiting cameras and 
the ever-present Andrew Man' in time for 
the evening news bulletins. 

Congress had reached its climax prema¬ 
turely at the beginning of the week. The 
political correspondents retired to the 
Queensbury Arms - a small hidden away 
pub with a fine collection of posters adver¬ 
tising drag queens - to while away the rest 
of the week. 

Brighton will be remembered for a 
promised spat that never came to blows. 
The reality is that by confinning the mini¬ 
mal concessions made at Warwick, by ap¬ 
pearing to agree to the TUC’s demand for 
social partnership, Blair' actually took the 
wind out of any meaningful opposition by 
the unions at Labour Party conference. He 
had given us our bottom line. 

Passing a motion demanding the repeal 
by Labour of all anti-union laws brought 
in by the Conservatives was as rebellious 
as it got. Blair dismissed any “return to fly¬ 
ing pickets” and the delegates responded 
with a disappointed sigh, and not even a 
solitary heckle. 

Apart from Blair’s brief visit, the TUC 
was dull. The only relief for bored del¬ 
egates were the endless rounds of lunch¬ 
time and evening receptions laid on by 
corporate hospitality and statutory bodies 
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mongering in Iraq. Despite that, given the 
blatant lies about WMDs and the quag¬ 
mire that is now Iraq, it is hardly surpris¬ 
ing that he is trying to shift debate away 
from the international arena and George 
Bush’s ‘war on terrorism’. He wants to 
concentrate on domestic issue. Hence his 
closing phrase, “Even if I’ve never been 
away, it’s time to show I’m back.” 

Brendan Barber, TUC general secretary, 
was easily impressed. Blair’s speech ap¬ 
parently passed his “two key tests”. Be¬ 
sides Warwick, it showed the prime 
minister “at ease with the trade union 
movement” and setting out a clear role for 
unions in making Britain “a fairer place”. 
Prentis agreed. He claimed that Blair’s 
speech was a “welcome start” - even that 
it represented a “remarkable change of 
tone”. But Prentis did bravely ask him to 
speak in a “similar vein” at the Labour 
Party conference and when he meets with 
the CBI. 

A more barbed reaction to Blair’s hon¬ 
eyed rhetoric came from Woodley. After 
claiming that “there is now clear blue wa¬ 
ter between us and the incompetent Con¬ 
servatives’ ’, he stated his hope that there will 
be “no more crackpot ideas’ ’ - such as foun¬ 
dation hospitals. A clear reference to Alan 
Milbum - former minister of health. 

His promotion to chancellor of the 
Duchy of Lancaster - on a basic £127,000 
salary - ignited much excitable talk from 
media pundits and ‘Westminsterologists’ 
about a Blairite “putsch” against the 
“Brownites”. For example, we read the 
following extended headline in The Ob¬ 
server. “Gordon’s nightmare - For a dec¬ 
ade it seemed that Gordon Brown was the 
natural successor to Tony Blair. But can he 
still be so sure? Last week’s elevation of 
Alan Milbum changed the political land¬ 
scape” (September 12). Fuel to the con¬ 
spiratorial fire was added when Stephen 
Byers, former cabinet secretary, went on 
record saying that Milbum would make an 
“excellent prime minister”. 

Though Brown is a proven servant of 
capitalism and imperialism, for ‘left’ bu¬ 
reaucrats he is a totemic figure, enabling 
them to push the fantasy that Brownism 
represents the still beating heart of old-time 
Labourism and a hope for them all when 
Blair finally decides to move on to pastures 
new. Milbum mins this ‘strategy’ • 

Eddie Ford 


such as the Greater London Authority. 

Ken Livingstone hosted an excellent 
evening reception at the seafront Grand 
Hotel (yes, where the IRA nearly wiped 
out Margaret Thatcher’s cabinet). The 
Japanese-style tempura prawns were ex¬ 
cellent, as was the Thai satay accompany¬ 
ing the Merlot and Chardonnay. Red Ken 
announced the aim of a minimum wage of 
£7 per hour for all workers in London, 
which went down well too. 

Tony Woodley wrote in the Morning 
Star about “taking the fight to the next 
level” (September 14). But the grassroots 
themselves must lead the way if we are to 
go beyond such platitudes. Fighting or¬ 
ganisations can only be built through net¬ 
works of workplace activists. 

Congress revealed the weakness not just 
of the TUC, but of the left as well. Where 
were the packed ‘broad left’ meetings of 
yesteryear, the daily newsletters, the pre¬ 
pared slates of motions that represented 
real calls for action? Where were the left 
fringe meetings? Where was the commu¬ 
nist action plan around the ‘needs of the 
hour’? It wasn’t there, comrades. 

To dismiss Congress in its current form 
is the equivalent of shooting goldfish. Yet, 
short of a mass movement, how can this 
be turned around? No left organisation has 
any influence worth talking about in the 
British trade union movement - a point, no 
doubt, that has occurred to the TUC, the 
union leaderships and Tony Blair • 


Which wav to unity? 


T he Socialist Alliance Democracy 
Platform held its September general 
members’ meeting on September 
11 in Birmingham. The meeting dealt 
with a number of issues, and elected a 
new committee, but was dominated by 
discussion of unity projects. The meeting 
was attended at its height by about 26 
people, 17 from organised groups: four 
from the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty, 
three from Workers International, two 
from the CPGB, two from the Red Party, 
one from Workers Power, one from the 
Alliance for Green Socialism, one from 
the Revolutionary Democratic Group, 
one from the Critique Supporters’ Group, 
and one from the International Socialist 
League. 

Rival proposals 

The July SADP general members meet¬ 
ing had voted for a resolution proposed 
by Stockport Socialist Alliance. This 
called for a unity initiative in the form of 
an autumn conference of “those organi¬ 
sations and groupings which have de¬ 
clared their support for a new working 
class socialist party, organisation or net¬ 
work as an alternative to the Labour 
Party”. The object of the conference was 
to be the creation of a united campaign 
“in furtherance of socialist demands and 
the need to build a new workers’ party”, 
including a campaign in the general elec¬ 
tion expected in 2005. 

On the basis of this resolution, the 
SADP committee wrote to a number of 
organisations with the proposal to co-spon¬ 
sor the proposed conference. Only the 
Critique Supporters’ Group had responded 
positively by last Saturday’s meeting. 
AWL comrades had not been present at the 
July meeting, which clashed with their 
‘Ideas for Liberty’ summer school. They 
independently entered into discussion with 
the AGS and Socialist Party, and issued at 
the end of August a public call for a lim¬ 
ited form of unity - “a working class so¬ 
cialist electoral alliance for the general 
election”. 

The AGS on September 4 replied to the 
SADP, copying their letter to the AWL and 
SP, arguing for a delegate meeting in Oc¬ 
tober of ‘ ‘democratic left and green” forces 
who intend to contest the general election 
(excluding SWP/Respect) to plan coop¬ 
eration. They rejected the proposal of a 
campaign for a workers’ party in the im¬ 
mediate term. 

The SP has not as yet replied to the 
SADP proposal (and may not bother to do 
so). SP leaders have, however, indicated 
informally both to AWL and AGS com¬ 
rades their willingness to engage at least 
in exploratory discussions along the lines 
of the AWL and AGS proposals. 

Saturday’s SADP meeting saw a sharp 
debate about what attitude to take to the 
AGS’s proposal. Mike Davies of the AGS 
fonnally proposed that the SADP should 
accept it. He argued that the proposal was 
one for first steps towards practical coop¬ 
eration. The problem with the SADP’s 
original initiative was that it made the 
‘workers’ party’ question a precondition 
for discussions about what level of coop¬ 
eration was possible. 

Steve Freeman of the RDG gave a re¬ 
port of developments in the Liverpool 
Campaign for a Mass Workers’ Party 
project. The substance of what he said 
has already been reported in the Weekly 
Worker (July 29 and August 12). He 
also put forward an RDG proposal for 
more detailed steps “towards a tempo¬ 
rary alliance of socialists”, which 
looked for slightly more than the AGS 
proposals. 

Bemie from Workers Power argued that 
the objective situation demanded a vigor¬ 
ous campaign for a workers’ party. Rather 
that the limited proposals of the AGS, the 


SADP should launch a campaign for an 
open conference, inviting the FBU, RMT 
and as many trade union branches, and so 
on, as possible. 

Discussion 

The discussion was fairly wide-rang¬ 
ing, but repeatedly came back to the 
questions of how to fight for a new 
workers’ party and, connected to this, 
how to achieve some degree of unity 
among those socialists/supporters a 
new workers’ party who had not de¬ 
cided to join Respect. 

Several comrades argued in the light 
of the developments in the Liverpool 
campaign that there was no use in a 
Socialist Labour Party mark II: ie, an 
attempt to overcome the sectarianism 
of the left groups by bureaucratic ex¬ 
pedients. Several other comrades added 
that there was no use in a Socialist Al¬ 
liance mark II either: ie, something 
which looked like a broad movement 
but was actually converted into a front 
for one left group. 

Opponents of the AGS proposal em¬ 
phasised the obj ective need for a workers ’ 
party, the objective movement towards 
looking for alternative political represen¬ 
tation highlighted, for example, by the 
RMT and FBU breaks with Labour, and 
the importance of the objective of a work¬ 
ers’ party as a political dividing line. Dot 
Gibson of Workers International, in the 
course of arguing against the AGS pro¬ 
posal, put the point very clearly that the 
effective split in the Socialist Alliance in 
spring 2003 was between proto-Respect 
supporters, who sought a new rainbow 
coalition, and supporters of a campaign for 
a workers’ party. Dot proposed that the 
meeting should reaffirm the July resolu¬ 
tion. John Pearson of Stockport SA argued 
that the AGS’s proposal was fronting for 
a sectarian initiative by the AWL, the aim 
of which was to derail the project of 
launching a campaign for a new workers ’ 
party. 

Supporters of the SADP accepting the 
AGS proposal, including AWL and 
CPGB comrades, Pete McLaren and Mike 
Peam among others, argued primarily 
from the basis of the current relation of 
forces. The SADP did not at present have 
the forces to run on its own or with the 
Critique Supporters’ Group a campaign 
for a workers’ party which would strike 
deep into the trade unions. The decision of 
the Liverpool Campaign to go for declar¬ 
ing a ‘United Socialist Party’ on the basis 
that groups if they joined must agreed to 
dissolve would block the national poten¬ 
tial of that initiative, which was anyhow 
limited. In this situation the SADP had to 
be willing to engage in immediately less 
ambitious collaboration with other groups 
on the lines proposed by the AGS and 
AWL. 

Several comrades - most clearly Dave 
Church from Walsall and Steve Godward 
from Birmingham - emphasised the depth 
of the crisis of working class political rep¬ 
resentation and of the left. Some action to 
address this problem was vital. The SADP 
was in danger of becoming part of the 
problem rather than part of the solution. 
These comrades, it seems to me, expressed 
more clearly a feeling which was common 
to many of the contributions: that of the 
sharp contradiction between the objective 
need for working class political represen¬ 
tation independent of Labour, and the strik¬ 
ing inability of the left to take any real 
initiative in this direction. 

Manoeuvre 

Symptomatically, before the vote there 
was a short, confusing discussion caused 
by an attempt by Mike Davies to use a 
traditional Labour Party and trade union 
bureaucratic manoeuvre, arguing that 


his resolution, having been put first, 
should be taken first. If this proposal had 
been followed, the next proposal would 
have been that the other resolutions were 
counterposed and should automatically 
fall. 

This common practice of the Labour 
movement is in fact systematically anti¬ 
democratic, since it denies voters real 
choices. The correct approach is that if 
resolutions are not counterposed, they are 
all put to the vote for and against in the 
ordinary way. In this case the order of 
voting on them is immaterial. If they are 
counterposed, they should be voted for one 
against the other (for Nol; for No2; ab¬ 
stain) - by exhaustive voting until a deci¬ 
sion is reached if there are more than two. 
The order in which they are voted on is 
again immaterial. 

In fact, the chair, Dave Spencer (Cov¬ 
entry), ruled that the motions were not 
counterposed, and we voted on them all. 
The resolution to reaffkm the July resolu¬ 
tion was passed 21 for, two against and 
foui' abstentions (the AWL abstaining). 
The resolution to accept the AGS proposal 
was passed 16 for, seven against and three 
abstaining. Workers Power’s resolution 
was defeated six for, 14 against and four 
abstaining. The RDG resolution was de¬ 
feated eight for, 12 against and four ab¬ 
staining. 

The AWL considers reaffirming the 
July resolution “unrealistic” (‘Left unity 
for general election?’ http://www.work- 
ersliberty.org/node/view/3069). But it 
seems clear that Dave Spencer was correct 
not to rule that the motions were counter¬ 
posed. Obviously, the SADP cannot with¬ 
out substantial co-sponsors run a 
large-scale campaign for a new workers’ 
party, and should take up whatever offers 
of more limited cooperation are available. 
In that sense the proposal of the July reso¬ 
lution has simply failed. But that does not 
mean that the SADP should wholly give 
up on campaigning for a new workers’ 
party in favour of the minimalism which 
is all that is at present acceptable to the 
AWL, AGS and SP. 

Respect 

The ghost at the feast of the discussion was 
the Respect project. In organisational 
terns Respect is a front controlled by the 
Sociahst Workers Party and, so far, lack¬ 
ing independent life. Politically Dot 
Gibson was correct to characterise it as a 
rainbow coalition project. Respect’s votes 
in June and in the July by-elections placed 
it largely, though not completely, in a ‘mus- 
lim community’ ghetto. They also had the 
consequence that Respect did not achieve 
results which would marginalise other left 
electoral projects. 

The Millwall council by-election sug¬ 
gests that Respect may be able to obtain 
broader success in getting working class 
support. The test will be the Hartlepool 
parliamentary by-election at the end of 
this month, hi the Euro-elections Respect 
achieved one percent in Hartlepool. If it 
breaks beyond this level to achieve, say, 
10%, a bandwagon will begin to develop, 
and Respect will begin to get support 
among trade unionists and non-aligned 
activists well beyond its current support¬ 
ers. In this case, neither the bad politics 
of Respect nor the undemocratic practices 
of the SWP will justify the SP, AGS and 
SADP standing against Respect, and all 
attempts to create sociahst unity against 
it will be marginalised. The task of Marx¬ 
ists will then clearly be to fight within Re¬ 
spect for class politics and political 
democracy. 

hi contrast, if Respect gets no more than 
a standard far-left vote (up to five percent) 
in Hartlepool, the anti-democratic and 
ffontist character of the SWP’s operation 
will make it hard to sustain enthusiasm for 


the proj ect beyond the SWP and its imme¬ 
diate collaborators. Respect will then be in 
the eyes of wider layers ‘just another left 
group’ and a unity project based on the 
small forces of the SADP, SP and AGS, 
plus anyone else who could be drawn in, 
would have some political purchase. 

But there is still an underlying difficulty. 
In the first place. Dot Gibson is wrong to 
claim that the SADP simply represents a 
‘workers’ party’ wing of the Sociahst Al¬ 
liance. The convenor, Pete McLaren, is an 
advocate of some form of ‘network’; the 
AGS, which has members in the SADP, 
is itself a ‘red-green’ project, a kind of rain¬ 
bow coalition. It is thus less different from 
Respect than comrades may think. Sec¬ 
ondly, the SADP includes people who are 
for a party in principle, but think that a new 
workers’ party is only possible when the 
trade union bureaucracy moves to create 
an alternative to Labour, or when mass 
struggles (somehow spontaneously?) cre¬ 
ate an alternative, or that unity of the Marx¬ 
ist left in a party is only possible through 
levels of agreement which would amount 
to the rest of us joining them (the AWL). 
This last idea affects also the proposed 
coalition partner, the SP. 

The common ground of the SADP is, 
in reality, what its name - Democracy Plat- 
fonn - expresses: hostility to the bureau¬ 
cratic and ffontist methods of the SWP in 
the Sociahst Alliance, culminating in its 
effective closure of the SA in May 2003. 

Thirdly, comrades said at the meeting 
that they did not want either a repeat of the 
Sociahst Labour Party (Scaigillite bureau¬ 
cratism), orofthe Sociahst Alliance (SWP 
frontism). But then comrades’ discussion 
of the Liverpool initiative - especially the 
comments of those who were sympathetic 
to the course followed by the dockers - 
showed that there is a dilemma involved. 
If you set out to exclude the groups or force 
them to dissolve, this bureaucratic ruling 
sets you on the path to an SLP mark II. If 
you do not, however, the groups will come 
in if the new initiative becomes at all suc¬ 
cessful, and the bureaucratic centralism of 
the SWP - or, for that matter, the SP - will 
allow them to convert the organisation into 
a front. 

At the end of the day, the crunch ques¬ 
tion is for the larger existing organisations 
of the far left to break from bureaucratic 
centralism, at least partially, or break up. 
The existence of the Scottish Sociahst 
Party (with all its defects) was made pos¬ 
sible because Scottish Militant Labour, 
then the strongest far-left group in Scot¬ 
land, was prepared to go for a multi-ten¬ 
dency paity which was more than a ‘united 
front’. 

The problem this poses is, how do we 
get there? The answer has to be a combi¬ 
nation of being willing to work with the 
bureaucratic centralists in united activity 
to the extent that that is possible, while 
opposing their bad pohtics and in particu¬ 
lar their bureaucratic centralism. In prac¬ 
tice, by voting to support the AGS 
proposal, the SADP has voted to take a 
variant of this approach in relation to the 
SP. 

But then why not in relation to the SWP 
and Respect? The AWL, of course, thinks 
that the Muslim Association of Britain is 
a far-right group and George Galloway 
someone the left should have nothing to 
do with, so that working in Respect is a 
class betrayal (although somehow uncon¬ 
ditionally voting for New Labour is not). 
But that is their problem. Most SADP 
comrades do not share the AWL’s views, 
but are unwilling to be again in a common 
oiganisation with the SWP. 

This is understandable. But the truth is 
that it is mistaken; and the policy leads 
away from overcoming the disunity of the 
left, not towards it • 

Mike Macnair 
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Criticising the oppressed 


The gay rights 
group, Outrage, is 
renowned for its 
headline-making 
campaigns against 
homophobia - of, for 
example, the Church 
of England, Robert 
Mugabe and 
elements of the 
Palestine Liberation 
Organisation. This 
led to a fierce 
denunciation by the 
SWP’s Lindsey 
German and a 
heated exchange on 
BBC2’s Newsnight. 
Most recently 
Outrage has 
highlighted the 
murderous lyrics of 
certain Jamaican 
reggae artists. But is 
it right to criticise 
the oppressed? 

Peter Tatcheil, 
Outrage’s leading 
activist, explains his 
approach 


M y starting point is injustice - 
whoever is the perpetrator and 
wherever there is injustice - we 
have a duty to fight it. It does not matter if 
that injustice is being perpetrated by peo¬ 
ple who also happen to be victimised. The 
fact that they are prepared to victimise oth¬ 
ers is a damning indictment of their own 
moral and political failure. 

Right now Outrage is involved in a 
major campaign of solidarity with Jamai¬ 
can lesbian and gay people, who are liv¬ 
ing in a country which, for them, is the 
equivalent of living in Afghanistan under 
the Taliban. Gay and lesbian Jamaicans 
wake up every morning not knowing 
whether they are going to be beaten up or 
perhaps even killed. The scale of homo¬ 
phobia in Jamaica is unparalleled outside 
of any islamic fundamentalist state. Much 
to our shock and dismay, until very re¬ 
cently hardly any human rights groups or 
leftwing political parties were doing any¬ 
thing to support gay people in Jamaica. 
Even now, sections of the left seem more 
interested in attacking our campaign than 
helping remedy homophobia. 

Outrage’s campaign began in response 
to appeals for help from Jamaican queers. 
They told us about their almost daily ter- 
rorisation. We felt we had to do something 
to show solidarity with lesbian and gay 
Jamaicans who are struggling against gro¬ 
tesque oppression. If that means attacking 
the Jamaican state and Jamaican dance hall 
artists who put out songs inciting the mur¬ 
der of lesbian and gay people, so be it. Just 
because Jamaica is an underdeveloped 
country that has suffered under colonial¬ 
ism; just because of the bloody imperial 
past of slavery and conquest; just because 
today it is saddled by ‘third world’ debt; 
just because today Jamaicans are subjected 
to racist immigration requirements when 
coming to this country; that does not ab¬ 
solve them of responsibility for the perse¬ 
cution of their own lesbian and gay 
citizens. 

We are regularly reviled in the Jamai¬ 
can press as ‘racists’ and ‘imperialists’ for 
daring to raise this issue, for daring to show 
solidarity. There are even insinuations 
along those lines from black organisations 
and the black media in this country. They 
seem unperturbed by the suffering ofblack 
gay people in Jamaica. Outrage decided 
that, despite these slurs against us, we have 
to take a stand. We owe it to the lesbian and 
gay people of Jamaica. 

I will just add one qualification. If you 
are wealthy, part of the Jamaican middle 
class and gay, it is probably unlikely that 
you will suffer much overt abuse or threats. 
But if you are a poor working class lesbian 
or gay Jamaican, living in a slum or ghetto 
or in a small mini community, you will live 
daily in fear of your life. 

Just a few weeks ago in Montego Bay 
a man was walking down the street. Some 
passers-by claimed that he looked at an¬ 
other man. A crowd surrounded him and 
stalled assaulting him. The police turned 
up andjoined in the queer-bashing attack. 
Officers then walked away and allowed 
the mob to beat him to death in full public 
view. That is the state of lawless homopho¬ 
bia that exists in Jamaica today. 

Similarly, in a small rural community a 
man was suspected of being gay. Set upon 
by a mob, he was chased through the 
streets and sought refuge in his local Bap¬ 
tist church. Without mercy his pursuers 
barged in and cornered him by the altar. As 
he pleaded for his life, he was pumped full 
of gunshots. Can you believe it? 

There are even Christian leaders in Ja¬ 
maica who condone this violence. They 
cite Leviticus, where it says that homo¬ 
sexuals should be put to death. Far from 
condemning the murder of queers, church 
leaders have written to the Jamaican press 
denouncing homosexuality, excusing 
dance hall singers who advocate the mur¬ 
der of gay people, and claiming that the 
quest for queer human rights is a white 


anti-christian plot against Jamaica. 

Now I must ask: where is the left in this 
battle? Whose side is the left on? Where 
is the left’s solidarity with this struggle 
against homophobic violence in Jamaica? 
All I hear is left critiques of Outrage’s cam¬ 
paign. Funny, they never seem to critique 
the killers and their apologists in the Jamai¬ 
can government and police. 

Contrary to misreporting in sections of 
press, we are not campaigning against lyr¬ 
ics because they are homophobic. Our 
campaign is not motivated by the fact these 
singers dislike or abuse gay people: it is 
solely and exclusively because they incite 
the murder of gay people. That is where 
we draw the line. We say free speech is 
fine: people should have free speech, even 
people who condemn and criticise homo¬ 
sexuals. But we draw the line at overt and 
direct incitement to murder. That is a step 
too far. It is a criminal offence. If black 
people or muslims were victims of such 
incitements to murder, Outrage would take 
the same attitude. 

I am not comfortable with bans because 
historically they have been used against 
left and progressive people, but when it 
comes to incitement to murder you have 
to take a stand, particularly in a society 
where there are double standards. Under 
the Race Relations Act, racial insults are 
a crime. There is no equivalent legislation 
outlawing homophobic insults. I think we 
are entitled to demand that when it comes 
to inciting the murder of queers we want 
something done. 

Let me turn now to another important 
issue of double standards. As we know, the 
mayor of London appears to have decided, 
with support from some sections of the left, 
to make an alliance with reactionary islam, 
personified by organisations like the Mus¬ 
lim Association of Britain and the muslim 
scholar, Dr Yusuf al-Qaradawi, whom the 
mayor hosted at City Hall in July. (I note 
that, according to The Daily Telegraph, I 
have called for Dr al-Qaradawi to be 
banned from entering the UK. I do not 
know where they got that from, but it is not 
tme. We did not call for him to be banned, 
but equally we did not see why Ken Liv¬ 
ingstone should give him a platform.) 

I do not know why this alliance is be¬ 
ing forged, but some people have specu¬ 
lated that Ken Livingstone and other 
sections of the left, notably the Socialist 
Workers Party and Respect, having de¬ 
spaired of mobilising the working class, 
are now searching around for some new 
potential ally in the struggle against capi¬ 
talism and imperialism. Believing that dis¬ 
criminated muslims could be that force, 
they have decided to ally themselves with 
influential, but reactionary, organisations 
like the MAB and people like Dr al- 
Qaradawi. 

That, of course, is just speculation, but 
you have to ask, what other reason could 
there be? Ken Livingstone has been on 
public record, writing articles in Tribune, 
the Morning Star and the September issue 
of Gay Times, defending his invitation to 
Dr al-Qaradawi on the grounds that he 
wants dialogue with the muslim commu¬ 
nity. 

Outrage is all in favour of dialogue, but 
not with what muslim socialists and femi¬ 
nists describe as ‘islamo-fascism’. We 
want dialogue with progressive, liberal 
muslim organisations who support univer¬ 
sal human rights, who support social jus¬ 
tice and who have no truck with the 
imposition of a new religious dogma on 
the muslim communities of this country. 
There are liberal muslims - some of them 
around the Muslim Institute; others exiled 
from tyrannical muslim regimes like Iran. 
They have a muslim faith, but not one 
which is based on the persecution of 
women and gay people; not one which is 
based on the denial of workers’ and trade 
union rights; not one which is based on the 
suppression of free speech and freedom of 
association. 



Peter Tatcheil: tyranny is tyranny 


If you take a mainstream organisation 
like the Muslim Council of Britain, which 
is the umbrella organisation of all muslim 
groups in this country, it has fought a tooth 
and nail battle, allied with the rightwing 
Christian Institute, to oppose every meas¬ 
ure in favour of gay and lesbian human 
rights over the last decade. The MCB op¬ 
poses an equal age of consent; it supported 
the retention of section 28; it has attacked 
employment protection in the workplace 
for lesbians and gays; and it says that gay 
people are unfit to care for children. If you 
read its website, there is plenty of homo- 
phobic invective, describing gay people in 
the most abusive, insulting and, some 
would say, threatening tenns. This is the 
organisation that Tony Blair invites to 
Downing Street and gives privileged ac¬ 
cess to when it comes to consultation on 
social and moral issues. No gay rights or¬ 
ganisation and no woman’s rights organi¬ 
sation gets invited to Downing Street for 
special consultations. The Muslim Coun¬ 
cil of Britain does, despite the fact that it 
does not believe in full human rights for 
women and it does not believe in any hu¬ 
man rights for lesbians and gay men. 

Now, is it ‘islamophobic’ to say that? I 
do not think so. What the MCB wants is 
for us to condemn islamophobia. Well, I 
will be first in the queue to do so. Any form 
of prejudice, hatred, discrimination or vio¬ 
lence against muslims is wrong. Full stop. 
But how can they expect to win respect for 
their community, if at the same time as 
demanding action against islamophobia, 
they themselves demand the legal enforce¬ 
ment of hon iophobia? 

Solidarity is a two-way street. I will 
absolutely defend muslims against any 
form of prejudice or discrimination. But 
it is about time they started to reciprocate 
that solidarity and supported lesbian and 
gay people as well. It is time the muslim 
and gay communities worked together to 
fight the twin evils of islamophobia and 
homophobia. Sadly, I do not see any pros¬ 
pect of this happening. Outrage has writ¬ 
ten to the Muslim Council of Britain in a 
friendly way, seeking a dialogue and urg¬ 
ing mutual solidarity. It has not and, it 
seems, will not engage in dialogue. 

We have also written to the Muslim 
Association of Britain to appeal for a unity 
around combating both islamophobia and 
homophobia, pointing out the effects that 
muslim attacks on gay people are having 
within the muslim community. Muslim 
lesbian and gay people are some of the 
most vulnerable, oppressed and victimised 
people, not just in the gay community, but 


in British society. They suffer the twin 
oppressions of islamophobia and homo¬ 
phobia, including from their own commu¬ 
nity leaders. 

A couple of examples. A gay muslim 
who works for an HIV charity, doing 
outreach work to promote safer sex for 
muslim gay men, was visited late at night 
by what some people would probably call 
a mob of local muslim leaders. They 
warned him that if he did not stop his work 
with gay muslims he would have to face 
the consequences. This HIV worker said 
that he felt in fear of his life. He feared they 
were quite capable of coming back and 
doing him serious physical violence. He 
was so afraid that he has had to move 
house and make sure that his new address 
and phone number are not known to any¬ 
one apart from his closest friends. 

Another example. A heterosexual 
imam, who merely said in public that he 
thought homophobic prejudice was 
wrong, was likewise visited by a group of 
prominent muslims - he will not say more 
than that because he is so afraid - who 
warned him that if he values Ins health he 
will never ever speak about homosexual¬ 
ity again. He has since received a stream 
of follow-up threats, abuse and insults - so 
much so that he has had a nervous break¬ 
down and has had to spend time in a men¬ 
tal institution. That is the scale of 
homophobic terror that is going on in the 
muslim communities today - not just 
against lesbian and gay muslims, but even 
heterosexual muslims who dare stand up 
for the human rights of their gay muslim 
bothers and sisters. 

Outrage was astonished to read the cov¬ 
erage in Red Pepper of the recent Islamic 
Human Rights Commission’s ‘islamopho¬ 
bia awards conference’. In particular they 
noted the fact -1 would not say approv¬ 
ingly, but certainly not disapprovingly - 
that the commission had given its media 
award for islamophobia to Polly Toynbee 
of The Guardian. Now, I do not exactly 
share the same politics as Polly, but there 
is no way any reasonable person could 
possibly conclude that she is islamopho¬ 
bic - indeed she has condemned attacks on 
muslim people. 

What the Islamic Human Rights Com¬ 
mission does not like is the fact that she has 
spoken out against intolerance, in particu¬ 
lar homophobia and misogyny within sec¬ 
tions of the muslim community; that she 
has exposed the tyrannical agenda of cer¬ 
tain muslim organisations in Britain and 
around the world; that she has criticised the 
idea that religious schools - any religious 
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schools, including muslim ones - should 
get state funding. And yet Red Pepper, of 
all magazines, can give this organisation 
space and print its propaganda without 
criticism. 

Because all these organisations are un¬ 
der scrutiny, they have sanitised most of 
their websites and a lot of their publications 
over the last few months. The most outra¬ 
geous things are no longer there, but even 
now the Islamic Human Rights Commis¬ 
sion has on its website an article which 
makes it very clear that it regards democ¬ 
racy and human rights as alien western 
concepts, that these are not in accord with 
islamic teaching and that the islamic view 
of democracy and human rights is very, 
very different from socialist and demo¬ 
cratic opinion. Yet this organisation is 
quoted approvingly by the liberal press 
and is even invited to cooperate with re¬ 
spected human rights groups. They work 
with the IHRC as if it were the same as 
Liberty or Charter 88. It is not. The IHRC 
is using the tag of human rights to mas¬ 
querade its tyrannical agenda, to give it¬ 
self an air of respectability. 

Outrage is not saying that there are no 
muslim organisations that are worthy and 
deserving of cooperation and solidarity. 
Women against Fundamentalism is a 
group of feminists - mostly muslim 
women - who have campaigned for many 
years for, first of all, a liberal interpretation 
of islam, and secondly to defend the hu¬ 
man rights of women, gays and other per¬ 
secuted minorities, who suffer at the hands 
of the fundamentalists. 

Why is Ken Livingstone not having a 
dialogue with Women against Fundamen¬ 
talism instead of Dr Al-Qaradawi and the 
Muslim Association of Britain? Why is he 
not speaking to the exiled Iranian and Iraqi 
muslims who are struggling to defend so¬ 
cialist and democratic principles in their 
communities? These people know first 
hand die horrors of religious tyranny. Why, 
for that matter, is Ken Livingstone not 
having a dialogue with the lesbian, gay, 
bisexual and transgender muslim group, 
hnaan? They wrote to him, diey requested 
meetings, but the mayor ignores them. Yet 
at the drop of a hat he will meet with Dr 
al-Qaradawi, who says that gays are an 
abomination, perverted, depraved and a 
dozen odier vile insults, and who believes 
diat under islamic law, in an islamic state, 
homosexuals should be put to deadi either, 
in his view, by burning or stoning. And 
indeed at least six islamic states follow his 
murderous injunctions. 

Right now there are six islamic coun¬ 
tries who put homosexuals to death and, 
as we know, in Pakistan, in northern Ni¬ 
geria and a few odier places where sharia 
law has been infroduced, the execution by 
stoning is die punishment for people who 
are convicted ofhomosexuality by islamic 
courts. 

This is not an attack on the muslim com¬ 
munity. Our objection is to those strands 
of islamic opinion which appear to be in 
die ascendancy in most muslim organisa¬ 
tions, which propound a rightwing, cleri¬ 
cal agenda. It is vital to make the 
distinction between reactionary clerical¬ 
ism and legitimate muslim concerns: over 
stop and search by die police, job discrimi¬ 
nation and so forth, where I defend the 
muslim community wholeheartedly. But 
when some of their leaders speak out 
against the rights of women and gay peo¬ 
ple, I believe they have to be challenged. 

Outrage is concerned about making al¬ 
liances widi groups like the MAB without 
ensuring they are forged on principled 
grounds rather than what appears to be 
political opportunism. Key principles like 
women’s rights and workers’ rights have 
to safeguarded. And let us not forget that 
traditional islam does not believe in trade 
unions and does not believe in workers’ 
rights - everyone has to be subordinated 
to a theocratic state. In exceptional circum¬ 
stances - such as opposing the invasion of 
Iraq - it may be possible, even necessary, 
to have alliances with such groups. But 
mostly it is problematic. 

There are odier important issues where 
the left has been found wanting. I have 
been a supporter of the Palestinian strug¬ 
gle for over 30 years. I have no intention 
of wavering on that, but I am appalled that 


all reasonable attempts to have a dialogue 
with the Palestine Liberation Organisation 
and the Palestinian N ational Authority on 
the question of the persecution of queer 
Palestinians has been rej ected. I have tried 
many, many times to speak with people in 
die PLO office in London and with PLO 
officials in Palestine. I have attempted to 
speak to Yasser Arafat’s office and to the 
office of the justice minister. These efforts 
go back 20 years. My request for dialogue 
is always rejected. For lesbian and gay 
Palestinians, life is as bad as it is for gays 
and lesbians in Jamaica: diey live in fear 
of their lives. 

There is one positive recent develop¬ 
ment, however. The PLO general delegate 
to Britain, although he says he will not 
debate die issue, has indicated he is keen 
to have a meeting. That will be die first 
time ever that anyone from the PLO has 
agreed to meet us and talk through our 
concerns. 

To give one example: Fuad Mussa was 
a Palestinian freedom fighter who, as a 
teenage boy, volunteered and fought in the 
first intifada in the late 1980s. He was re¬ 
garded as a hero. Eventually, he was ar¬ 
rested and gaoled by die Israelis. After he 
came out of gaol, the rumours spread diat 
he was gay. Mussa heard diat his life and 
safety were in danger. He was very fear- 
fid - so fearful diat, against all his wishes, 
he had to flee to Israel to seek refuge. He 
feared that if he remained in Palestine he 
would be killed. So this young man, who 
was a hero of the intifada, was forced to 
flee by his village and comrades. To diem, 
he was gay and an enemy of the people, 
deserving of death. 

How can we ignore that injustice? To 
raise diese issues is not to undennine the 
Palestinian struggle. The people who un¬ 
dermine the Palestinian struggle are the 
homophobes in the PLO and the Palestin¬ 
ian National Authority who are splitting 
and dividing the Palestinian people by set¬ 
ting straight Palestinians against gay ones. 
Moreover, in terms of international solidar¬ 
ity, as we saw in the case of the African 
National Congress in South Africa, when 
the ANC gave up its homophobia and 
came out in favour of lesbian and gay hu¬ 
man rights, it brought lesbian and gay peo¬ 
ple into the anti-apartheid struggle, both in 
Soutii Africa and here in the UK. 

The final question I wish to discuss is 
Zimbabwe. There is no doubt that Zimba¬ 
bwe has been die victim of over a century 
of colonial subjugation. There is also no 
doubt tiiat the legacy of British colonial 
occupation weighs heavy on that country 
and has put in place many grave injustices, 
including the fact that most of die best land 
has historically been owned by white set¬ 
tlers and their descendants. That is why in 
die 1970s I supported the Zimbabwe lib¬ 
eration struggle. As a student I helped 
fund-raise to buy medical kits for the guer¬ 
rilla fighters who were struggling to over- 
dirow Ian Smith’s white minority regime. 
But die legacy of white colonialism and 
racism in Zimbabwe does not justify or 
excuse the human rights abuses now, 
whereby president Mugabe has unleashed 
a reign of terror against his own people. 

Hardly any whites have been killed in 
die current ten'or campaign in Zimbabwe, 
compared to the hundreds of black Zim¬ 
babweans who are the prune victims of 
Mugabe’s regime. This tyranny began in 
the early to mid-1980s, when Mugabe’s 
forces massacred about 20,000 people in 
Matabeleland. They were not white fann¬ 
ers. They were black Africans - black Af¬ 
ricans who were from the wrong tribal 
grouping and had die wrong political al¬ 
legiance. These were not black Africans 
who supported the white minority regime. 
These were black Africans who had sup¬ 
ported Joshua Nkomo and the Zimbabwe 
African People’s Union, the other main 
liberation organisation. Zapu had fought 
in alliance with Mugabe’s Zimbabwe Af¬ 
rican National Union to secure victory in 
die liberation war. But after that war was 
over and independence was won, Mugabe 
decided to eliminate all his political rivals 
and their supporters. Hence die massacres 
in Matabeleland. 

Where was die outcry? Where was the 
outcry from liberal opinion? Where was die 
outcry from die left? That history and tra- 


j ectory of tyranny lias continued right to this 
day. Robert Mugabe has murdered more 
black Africans than apartheid ever did. 
Many, many, many times more. Yet where 
is the left when it comes to campaigning 
against his quasi-fascist regime? I would not 
call it fascist, but it is certainly edging in that 
direction: virtually a one-party state, main¬ 
tained by rigged elections, and die suppres¬ 
sion of the press and oftrade unions. Wtiiere 
was die left when the huge general strikes 
were going on in Zimbabwe and the trade 
union leaders were being arrested and 
beaten up? There should have been huge 
protests in this country and all around die 
world against these attacks on trade union¬ 
ists and socialists in Zimbabwe. 

We can see very clearly that the people 
of Zimbabwe are crying out for solidarity. 
They are pleading with the world: ‘Sup¬ 
port our struggle for democracy, human 
rights and social justice.’ Mugabe has be¬ 
trayed all those values, all those ideals. 
Where is the left’s solidarity with die peo¬ 
ple’s struggle in Zimbabwe? 

Those of us who protest in solidarity 
widi die Zimbabwean struggle for social 
justice, human rights and democracy are 
denounced by some on the left as the agents 
of imperialism, as ‘white racists’. Did they 
say diat about white people who supported 
the ANC’s struggle against apartheid? Of 
course not - the ANC implored white peo¬ 
ple to get involved and to show solidarity 
with black South Africans. But when it 
comes to Zimbabwe, all those internation¬ 
alist principles are ditched by much of the 
left. Correct me if I am wrong, but I have 
not heard voices of protest from Respect 
or the SWP. They seem to take the view 
that black Zimbabweans, trade unionist 
Zimbabweans and socialist Zimbabweans 
who are being tortured and murdered 
should be left to their miserable fate. Ap¬ 
parently it is not our responsibility. 

I am sorry, but I do not buy this leftwing 
‘hands ofF mentality. Tyranny is tyranny, 
whedier it is perpetrated by a person who 
is white, black, brown or yellow. Mugabe 
is Ian Smith with a black face - only worse. 
Ian Smith never massacred half die number 
of black Zimbabweans as Robert Mugabe 
has done. He was a monster for sure, but 
only half the monster - no, less than half 
the monster - that Mugabe has become. 

If socialist leaders turn despotic, if they 
abuse human rights, if they tear up democ¬ 
racy, if diey attack trade unions, then they 
are no longer worthy of our support. In fact 
they are just as much deserving of our 
opposition as anyone else. The fact that 
Zimbabwe is a poor, ‘third world’ coun¬ 
try, and is suffering from the legacy of 
colonialism, cannot justify or excuse gross 
abuses of human rights. The full respon¬ 
sibility for the massacres, the murders, the 
tortures and the rapes lies with Robert 
Mugabe and the leadership of the of the 
Zimbabwe AfricanNational Union-Patri¬ 
otic Front. They are die ones who are re¬ 
sponsible; they are die perpetrators. 

When I first got involved in leftwing 
politics as a teenager, in Australia, it was 
at the tune of die Cultural Revolution. Al¬ 
though not a Maoist, I have a great fond¬ 
ness for Mao’s dictum, ‘A single spark can 
start a prairie fire’. There are backward 
moments of history when mass move¬ 
ments are not possible. So then you are 
faced with the dilemma: do you sit back 
and do nodiing; or do small groups of peo¬ 
ple wage gueirilla-style campaigns in the 
hope they will spark the consciousness that 
will eventually help create a mass move¬ 
ment? 

The Outrage style of direct action in¬ 
volves cathartic, catalytic protest; using 
protest as a way of shocking and jolting 
people out of their complacency. By an 
action that is outrageous or provocative, it 
is possible to put a suppressed social issue 
in the news and on the public agenda, 
thereby creating debate and discussion. 
Direct action stunts can be a very effective 
way of planting issues in the public domain 
and raising awareness. 

1 come out of, or rather I am still in, a 
radical socialist tradition. Class politics are 
very important, but they do not have all the 
answers. There are fonns of oppression 
and indeed avenues of liberation which do 
not fall within an orthodox Marxist or class 
politics perspective. Certainly there are 


some dimensions of class that apply abso¬ 
lutely to the struggle of lesbian and gay 
people, but, in terms of the history, causal¬ 
ity and mode of liberation, I do not believe 
orthodox class politics has a lot to offer. To 
me, class politics are not a dogma. All theo¬ 
ries and ideologies are guides which we 
can use and adapt for particular struggles. 
On some issues they offer very significant, 
if not primary, understandings and insights 
which guide us towards emancipation. But 
on other issues, like sexual liberation, they 
are very, very inadequate. 

So I would situate the struggle for les¬ 
bian and gay human rights within a broader 
human rights and social justice agenda, 
which partly is informed and enabled by 
traditional socialist ideas and theories, but 
also partly through new agendas: like those 
originating in the Green movement - the 


ideas of ecological sustainability and the 
interdependence of our species with oth¬ 
ers; the wholeness of life on this earth. My 
view is that socialist theory needs to adapt 
and evolve in parallel with a fast-chang¬ 
ing world. To be effective, it cannot remain 
static and inflexible. 

In conclusion, the question was, ‘Is it 
wrong to criticise the oppressed?’ Not if 
they are doing the oppressing. If victims are 
oppressing other people, we have a duty to 
challenge them as much as anyone else. If 
we do not, we will end up with a society 
where one group of oppressed peoples lib¬ 
erate themselves, but then perpetuate op¬ 
pression against others. That will not be 
genuine liberation: it will be another fonn 
of tyranny. And tyranny, wherever it hap¬ 
pens, whoever perpetrates it, has to be chal¬ 
lenged - now and always • 


Call to cancel tour 


J amaican reggae superstar Buju 
Banton, who advocates shooting 
queers in the head, and who faces ar¬ 
rest on charges of queer-bashing, is about 
to begin a UK tour, including concerts in 
London, Manchester and Milton Keynes, 
starting on Sunday September 19. 

The Jamaican police have issued an ar¬ 
rest warrant for Banton on charges of caus¬ 
ing “grievous bodily harm” in an anti-gay 
attack in Kingston, Jamaica, on June 24. 
But despite being wanted on queer-bash¬ 
ing charges, his live concert in London is 
sponsored by The Voice and New Nation 
newspapers. 

Banton’s big hit song, Boom bye bye, 
incites the execution-style killing of gay 
and lesbian people. He urges listeners to 
shoot queers in the head, pour acid over 
them, set them alight and bum them like 
car tyres. Boom bye bye is probably the 
most murderous incitement recorded by 
any singer anywhere in the world, yet he 
still perfonns it - most recently on Simday 
August 8 at file SmimoffFestival inNegril, 
Jamaica, as reported in the Jamaican press. 
The record remains on sale and was re- 
released on his recent ‘Greatest hits’ al¬ 
bum. 

Buju Banton’s PR agents are falsely 
claiming he has apologised for these mur¬ 
derous lyrics. It is true that his record com¬ 
pany put out an ‘ apology’ some years ago, 
but Banton immediately denied apologis¬ 
ing and even attacked his own record com¬ 


pany for doing so. If he is sorry, why is 
Banton still performing Boom bye bye, re- 
releasing it and making money out of it? 

We urge venue managements and local 
councils to use their licensing and contrac¬ 
tual powers get Banton dropped from the 
concert line-up. Banton’s incitement of 
homophobic violence clearly contravenes 
the equal opportunities policies of the lo¬ 
cal authorities, where his concerts are be¬ 
ing held. 

If the venues will not willingly cancel 
Banton’s performance, Southwark and 
Manchester councils should oppose the 
renewal of their entertainment and alcohol 
licences. Giving a platfoim to a singer who 
encourages and glorifies the killing of 
other human beings is unacceptable. Any 
venue that promotes a pro-murder singer 
is unfit to hold a licence. 

With the prospect of protests by lesbian 
and gay rights campaigners, the police 
should urge cancellation of the concerts on 
the grounds that it may lead to public dis¬ 
order and could result in homophobic vio¬ 
lence by fans leaving the event, many of 
whom share Banton’s aggressive hatred of 
lesbians and gay men. 

It is very important we stop tins concert 
inorderto show tiiat ‘murder music’ does 
not pay. If violent homophobia becomes 
a popular musical genre, it will almost 
certainly be followed by a rise in anti-gay 
assaults • 

Outrage 
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RESPECT 


All sorts of issues... but 
don’t mention abortion 


L ondon Respect activists met in 
Friends House on September 13 . It 
was a meeting in search of an 
agenda. 

Clearly it was a sensible idea to bring 
together comrades in the capital and 
around 60 souls duly turned out, most of 
them Socialist Worker Party. Yet nobody 
appeared to have given much thought to 
what we would discuss before we all ac¬ 
tually sat down. 

Would we be setting up a London-wide 
structure, as we had with the London So¬ 
cialist Alliance? This seems logical, but no 
clear lead was given. Instead, the main 
speakers - the SWP’s Lindsey Gennan and 
Respect’s first elected councillor, Oliur 
Rahman - gave competent but unremark¬ 
able openings which did not actually fo¬ 
cus on London at all. A little odd, as the 


meeting was promoted for “all” Respect 
members in London to discuss “issues 
facing Londoners today”. 

Both speakers agreed that “Respect is 
not just about elections”, as comrade 
Rahman put it. “We are all knackered, af¬ 
ter having campaigned almost without 
interruption in by-elections up and down 
the country. But now we need to take up 
the issues that concern the people on the 
ground,” he said. 

“People will vote for us once, twice, 
three times. But if we have not delivered 
anything, they will not vote for us a fourth 
time,” said comrade Gennan: “We need to 
build roots and take up all sorts of issues, 
so that people will vote for us next time 
around.” 

A discussion of wider political ques¬ 
tions was pretty much absent. SWP mem¬ 


East End 



Paul McGarr: ahead of Labour 


C onfounding claims that Respect is 
only capable of pulling in muslim 
‘communalist’ support, the Social¬ 
ist Workers Party’s Paul McGarr picked up 
635 votes (26.69%) in the September 9 
Millwall by-election, finishing second 
behind the Tories. 

Millwall has one of the lowest propor¬ 
tional muslim and ethnic minority popu¬ 
lations in the London borough of Tower 
Hamlets, and in the June 10 GLA elections 
this seemed to be reflected in a very poor 
result for the unity coalition (the third worst 
in east London). Usually Millwall returns 
a Labour councillor, but, in a complete 
turnaround, the Tories took their first seat 
in the borough and Labour was relegated 
into third place in this ward with its large 
white, working class majority. 

While the Conservatives were jubilant 


at taking an inner-city seat, Labour was 
furious at what it described as Respect’s 
splitting of the anti-Toiy vote. Since Re¬ 
spect won 64 more votes than Labour, 
however, its supporters were able to turn 
this allegation on its feet. 

This second success in Tower Hamlets 
comes hot on the heels of Oliur Rahman’s 
victory just a month earlier in St Dimstans 
and Stepney Green, with its clear major¬ 
ity of voters of migrant origin, who are 
mainly muslim. ‘ ‘This means that we have 
a good chance of taking these seats in the 
general election,” said comrade McGarr in 
a press statement, while his SWP comrade 
John Rees, Respect’s national secretary, 
said that the coalition is now the “main 
opposition” in Tower Hamlets. 

Of course, replicating such good results 
over a much wider area, when Respect’s 
forces will necessarily be spread much 
thinner, makes a general election victoiy 
much more difficult. Nevertheless 
Millwall shows that Respect, with its anti¬ 
war, anti-privatisation, anti-cuts platform, 
is where communists must operate in or¬ 
der to fight for a consistent, working class 
programme amongst those attracted to it. 

Comrade McGarr was studiously una¬ 
vailable for interview by the Weekly 
Worker earlier this week • 

Peter Manson 


Millwall result 


Conservative 

828 

34.80% 

Respect 

635 

26.69% 

Labour 

571 

24.00% 

Independent 

195 

8.20% 

Liberal Democrat 

150 

6.30% 


bers had obviously been briefed to come 
prepared with anecdotes on the function¬ 
ing of their Respect branch and the kind 
of local campaigns they were initiating. So 
Hounslow comrades told us of the fight 
against plans for a local incinerator; Lam¬ 
beth Respect is agitating against the erec¬ 
tion of mobile telephone masts; comrade 
German herself wants to do something 
about “these horrendous parking restric¬ 
tions in Hackney” and in Walthamstow 
Respect is at the forefront of the fight to 
“bring back park-keepers”. 

Now, these might all be worthy issues. 
But, unless linked to a general programme 
that actually focuses on the big national 
and international issues, they bring with 
them a risk of engendering a nano-scale lo¬ 
calism. The SWP tops’ latest cunning plan 
appears to consist of letting activists do 
their own thing, then reap the rewards in 
the ballot box. When a Socialist Resistance 
supporter proposed that we should - like 
the Scottish Socialist Party - launch a na¬ 
tional campaign to abolish the council tax 
and replace it with a progressive service 
tax, his suggestion was met with the 
equivalent of‘Great idea, comrade - get on 
with it’. However, a suggestion by the 
CPGB to launch a national fight to defend 


and extend abortion rights was greeted 
with stony silence. So that’s a ‘no’ then, is 
it, comrades ...? 

Comrade Greg Tucker of the Interna¬ 
tional Socialist Group argued that we set 
up some form of London-wide structure: 
“a committee or something that can draw 
together the different campaigns”. Again, 
comrade Gennan thought this was a “good 
proposal”, but once again I got the impres¬ 
sion that this was a polite brush-off. 

Campaigning issues aside, the meeting 
also discussed the forthcoming national 
conference on October 30-31. The 
CPGB’s Anne Me Shane made the point 
that an all-member's conference would at 
this stage - when there were no properly 
established branches or district structures 
- be more democratic. The one delegate per 
10 members seems to be cynically de¬ 
signed precisely to exclude minority view¬ 
points, not least ours. 

“A delegate conference is absolutely 
necessary,” insisted tire SWP’s Rob Hove- 
man. “We now have just under 4,000 
members - there isn’t a meeting hall big 
enough to hold so many people.” As if all 
3,500 member's would actually turnup. So, 
unlike tire SSP and tire Socialist Alliance, 
Respect is set on a course which makes no 



Lindsey German: stony silence 


provision for minority voices or political 
platfonns. Instead SWP member's will be 
told who to pick and who to choose... and 
you do not need to be a genius to guess 
who they will exclude • 

Sarah Morris 


Conference motions 


R espect will be holding a 
two-day conference in 
central London over the 
weekend of October 30-31. Ac¬ 
cording to the draft constitu¬ 
tion, written by Alan Thornett of 
the International Socialist 
Group, motions can be put for¬ 
ward by the executive, branches 
and “not less than 20 paid up 
members” (www.respectcoal- 
ition.com). We are advised that 
individual members may act as 
signatories for more than one 
motion “within reason”. Com¬ 
munist Party members will be 
arguing for those below, includ¬ 
ing the motion on secularism 
drafted by comrade Dave 
Landau. 

If you are a member of 
Respect and would like to 
support these motions, contact 
us on 020 8965 0659 or at 
respectconf@cpgb.org.uk. If you 
would like to suggest a motion 
of your own, but are unable to 
get it passed at your branch or 
do not yet have sufficient 
signatories, the Weekly Worker 
will try to provide space in our 
pages. Send proposed motions 
to weeklyworker@cpgb.org.uk. 

Abortion 

Respect notes the renewed campaign 
against abortion rights. We will actively 
oppose all attacks on a women’s right to 
control her own body. However, simply 
defending existing legislation is not 
enough. The law as it stands is inadequate 
- the final decision to tenninate a preg¬ 
nancy is made by doctors, not by the 
woman herself. We fight as a matter of 
principle for free abortion on demand - as 
early as possible, as late as necessary. 


Respect commits itself to actively cam¬ 
paign for the defence and extension of 
abortion rights. All elected Respect repre¬ 
sentatives are bound by this policy. 

Open borders 

Respect recognises migration as a positive 
phenomenon. Objectively it undennines 
national differences and prejudices and 
helps create living links between people in 
this country and the world working class. 

Respect does not limit itself to the calls 
for ‘non-racist immigration controls’. We 
are against all immigration controls. Re¬ 
spect stands by the right of people to enter 
or leave Britain. Capital is free to move 
about the globe. Human beings must have 
the same right. 


For democracy 

There is a gaping democratic deficit in the 
United Kingdom. Respect will therefore 
take a campaigning lead in the fight for 
democracy. 

Respect is committed to the following 
immediate demands: 

• A frilly democratic republic, disestab¬ 
lishment of the Church of England, aboli¬ 
tion of the House of Lords and all 
hereditary titles and privileges. For a uni¬ 
cameral parliament, elected annually by 
proportional representation. 

• For all elected representatives to be in¬ 
stantly recallable and to receive no more 
than the average wage of a skilled worker. 

• For transparency in the operations of all 
government departments to help facilitate 
constant public scrutiny and control. 

• For the abolition of the acts ofunion and 
self-detennination for Scotland and Wales. 
For the voluntary union of the peoples of 
Britain. 

• For a united Ireland. 

Worker’s wage 

Elected representatives of Respect should 
take no more than the average wage of a 


skilled worker; the balance being donated 
to the movement. Legitimate expenses 
incurred in the course of political work 
should be claimed and openly reported and 
accounted for. Respect shall prominently 
feature the principle of a workers’ repre¬ 
sentative taking a worker’s wage in elec¬ 
tion material. 


Secularism 

This conference declares that Respect, the 
unity coalition, is a secular organisation. 
This means Respect strives for a society 
in which people of all faiths and none are 
equal, in which there is a complete sepa¬ 
ration between religion and the state and 
any instruments of governance nationally 
or locally and opposes the coercion by any 
authority of any person to adhere to a faith 
or obey the rules of any faith. It means that 
Respect is open to those of all faiths and 
none, does not favour and is not beholden 
to any religion or religious institution. 

Conference asserts that this follows 
from our commitment to equality and so¬ 
cialism, a commitment embedded in our 
title. As a consequence of this Respect will 
actively: 

• Oppose coercive action by religious in¬ 
stitutions, authorities or movements. Op¬ 
pose the suppression ofright of individuals 
or sections of the community by religious 
institutions, authorities or movements - for 
example, gender rights, right to sexuality, 
right to ‘heretical’ beliefs, etc. 

• Support all working class and progres¬ 
sive movements within those communities 
who stand up for the rights of those under 
threat from religious institutions, authori¬ 
ties or movements. 

• Oppose the persecution and discrimina¬ 
tion of people because of their faith. Op¬ 
pose tire suppression of a faith by tire state. 

• Demand tire immediate abolition of tire 
blasphemy laws. 

• Demand the immediate disestablishment 
of tire Church of England. 

• Demand the end of state subsidies to all 
faith schools • 
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Fr a nk Furedi and 
abstract ‘Truths’ 



W ednesday September 8 saw the book 
launch for Frank Fiu'edi’s new work 
Where have all the intellectuals 
gone?, organised by the Spiked website in col¬ 
laboration with Hill and Knowlton and the C on- 
tinuiun International Publishing Group. Furedi 
is of course a figure of great controversy, Iris per¬ 
ceived shifts of political stance (along with those 
of the now defunct Revolutionary Communist 
Party and Living Marxism/LM) often being 
cited as an example of dislocating party from 
class, theory from base. 

The environment of the launch was discem- 
ibly bourgeois in character; I foimd myself in 
midst of a dapper, suited drinks party, provided 
with an opportunity to play ‘spot the financial 
adviser’ andits slight permutation, ‘speculate the 
stockbroker’. Sandy Stair, ticket organiser, de¬ 
duced that I must be one of those ‘ ‘Marxist types” 
- a conclusion drawn with a markedly deroga¬ 
tory tone. How far these people have come. 

The talk itself was interesting, though at times 
quite vague and generalised (more of a preface 
to the book than anything else). Seeing Furedi 
speak in person, and having read some of his 
earlier works ( The new imperialism, Culture of 
fear, Tlterapy culture), I was finally able to pin¬ 
point the source of my previous ambivalence 
over Iris writings: his sociological approach. 

Furedi’s works never seem to contextualise 
themselves, yet definitely make allusions to 
underlying social dynamics and trends. As a 
reader, one is left with a swirl of overly specific 
knowledge with that crucial element lacking - 
the vantage of totality. It is this contradiction that 
precludes the application of some of Furedi’s 
more coherent analyses. Disparate, fragmented 
snippets of insight are provided, pinches of in¬ 
cisive clarity; yet these are inchoate, and it is left 
to the student both to relate them to external 
social factors and develop them to a more sat¬ 
isfactory and tangible level. Overall, that is the 
crux of the Furedian canon: a sociological, 
rather than dialectical, approach. The old Marx¬ 
ist still makes himself known from time to time 
- hidden gems in the talk such as allusions to a 
historical “revolutionary dynamic”. Unfortu¬ 
nately, without developing these implications 
further, they become mere hollow and allusive 
(perhaps even illusory) categories. 

Since Furedi is a controversial figure on both 
the left and right alike, it is hardly surprising that 


a proliferation of mixed re¬ 
views can be found on this, his 
latest offering. Two notable re¬ 
cent examples are from David 
Aaronovitch (The Observer) 
and Terry Eagleton (New 
Statesman). 

Aaronovitch’s review fails 
to tackle both the substance 
and the problems that I consid¬ 
ered to be at the heart of 
Furedi’s talk; nor does it rec¬ 
ognise the validity of some of 
the more interesting and cul¬ 
turally critical aspects. One of 
the more coherent and inter¬ 
esting subj ects that Furedi pre¬ 
sented was that of the current 
climate of depoliticised de¬ 
mocracy and its subsequent 
implications in tenns of elec¬ 
tronic voting. He made the 
point that, instead of question¬ 
ing the basis for underlying 
apathy within the current sys¬ 
tem, problems are masked by 
suggesting alternative fonns 
of engagement. Efforts are 
thus invested in attempting to 
boost participation on a purely 
statistical level (increase the 
ease of voting and thus in¬ 
crease the turnout) rather than 
addressing underlying issues of why politics is 
perceived as redundant in this, our allegedly 
post-industrial and post-ideological age. 

Here is a prime example of alienated logic, 
symptomatic of capitalist ideological hegemony. 
Aaronovitch reflects this in his dubious subti¬ 
tle: “A study attacks today’s intellectuals for 
being too willing to dumb down. Rubbish: it’s 
just a new style of democracy.” 

Terry Eagleton takes a very different, and 
wholly more positive, approach to Furedi’s 
work. From the outset he addresses the notion 
of intellectualism from the vantage point of 
totalised thought (“one mark of the classical 
intellectual... was that he or she refused to be 
pinned to a single discipline”). From this stand¬ 
point, Furedi is read as a re-injection of this 
polymathic approach into criticism and analy¬ 
sis. Eagleton describes Furedi as a “radical 


democrat” whose work might at first seem like 
‘ ‘another rightwing j eremiad’ ’, stressing the need 
for people’s self-transfonnation of their identi¬ 
ties in contemporary culture. 

This analysis can serve to elucidate a couple 
of things about Furedi, I think. Firstly, an apt 
political description would be that of the mod¬ 
em liberal, stressing the need for equality of 
opportunity and individual responsibility in the 
political and social realm - this approach of 
course has little room for the politics of class. 
Secondly, Eagleton’s depiction of Furedi as an 
enlightenment-value thinker illustrates the ab¬ 
straction that has occurred in the latter’s works 
over recent years. Having divorced himself from 
proletarian politics, Furedi “does not see mar¬ 
ket forces ... asthechiefvillain”intherealmof 
pop-culture, but rather “the main factor is the 
politics of inclusion”. Furedi has substituted po¬ 
litical economy for ‘purely’ social constructs. 

This also contextualises the approach of the 
Spiked group in general: Furedi’s themes (cul¬ 
ture of fear, therapy culture) are not presented 
as manifestations or tools of capitalist hegemony 
(as, for example, Jameson might do), but rather 
as something intrinsic to an abstract ‘culture’. 
Risk to a diminished self (or diminished intel¬ 
lectual) is therefore not seen in terms of the 
political and economic conditions that foster it, 
but instead in an idealised and independent 
fonn. This enables the Spiked team to follow this 
book launch up with ‘Risky business’ - a talk 
examining “the difference between genuine and 
exaggerated risks, in areas ranging from busi¬ 
ness and technology to food and finance”. 

One must ask the question - is the central 
concern of the day something as abstract as in¬ 
tellectualism? Furedi seems to have dissolved 
hitherto concrete categories of social relations 
and totality into the abstract and philosophical. 
Aaronovitch raises the point that he seems to 
be conducting his critique within contradictory 
categories, criticising postmodern trends of 
relativism while beseeching the intellectual 
community to undertake any form of new 
search for their permutation of truth. Here, I 
feel, Aaronovitch is being unreasonable, for 
what Furedi is calling for is the progressive act 
of research and freedom and independence of 
criticism. 

However, multiple truths or not, having re¬ 
nounced Marxism, Furedi appears to be locked 
in the realm of abstract ideal categories of capi¬ 
talised ‘Truths’ • 

Marc Simpson 


Respect events 


Birmingham: Public meeting, Monday Sep¬ 
tember 20, 7.30pm, Park View Community 
Centre, Naseby Road, Saltley. 

Hartlepool: By-election rally, Tuesday Sep¬ 
tember 21, 7.30pm, Grand Hotel, Swainson 
Street, Hartlepool. 

Southend: Public meeting, Tuesday Septem¬ 
ber 21, 7.30pm, Railway Hotel, Clifftown 
Road. 

Aylesbury: Public meeting, Thursday Sep¬ 
tember 23,7.30pm, Aylesbury Multicultural 
Centre, Friarscroft Way (near station). 
Oxford: Public meeting, Saturday September 
25,7.30pm, East Oxford Community Centre, 
Princes Street, off Cowley Road. 

Bristol: Area members’ meeting, Monday 
October 4, 2pm, St Werburghs Community 
Centre, Horley Road (off Mina Road; near 
M32, St Pauls junction). 

Waltham Forest: Public meeting, Tuesday 
October 5, 7.30pm, the Epicentre, 41 West 
Street, Leytonstone. 

York: Public meeting, Thursday October 7, 
7.30pm, main hall, Priory Street Centre (off 
Micklegate). Speakers include George Gallo¬ 
way and Rose Gentle. 

Oxford: Meeting to elect national conference 
delegates, Thursday October 7,7.30pnr, town 
hall, St Aldates. 


Sheffield: Public meeting and social, Monday 
October 11, 7pm, Pakistani Muslim Centre, 
Woodbum Road, Attercliffe. 

Plymouth: Public meeting, Monday October 
11, 7.30pm, Lower Hall, Guildhall, Annada 
Way. 

Annual conference 

Saturday October 30, Sunday October 31, 
Camden Centre, Camden Town Hall, Judd 
Street, London WC1. One delegate per 10 
members. Deadline for registration of del¬ 
egates: Monday October 25. Outgoing execu¬ 
tive council members have voting and 
speaking rights. 

Resolutions and amendments: from executive, 
EC members, local meetings or not less than 
20 paid up members. Closing date for resolu¬ 
tions: Monday October 11. Closing date for 
amendments: Wednesday October 27. 
Election of EC by voting between slates. Ini¬ 
tial slates to be submitted by Monday Octo¬ 
ber 11. Alternative slates by Wednesday 
October 27. 

Respect members can attend as observers - first 
come, first served. Delegates: £20; observers: 
£10. Tel: 020 7170 4030/4031; 
office@respectcoalition.org 


What we 
fight for 

Our central aim is the organisation of communists, revo¬ 
lutionary socialists, anti-capitalists and all politically ad¬ 
vanced workers into a Communist Party. Without organi¬ 
sation the working class is nothing; with the highest form 
of organisation it is everything. 

The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Commu¬ 
nist Party today. There are many so-called ‘parties’ on the 
left. In reality they are confessional sects. Members who 
disagree with the prescribed ‘line’ are expected to gag 
themselves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek to 
achieve unity in action and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, members have the 
right to speak openly and form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

Communists oppose the US-UK war on and occupation of 
Iraq and stand against all imperialist wars but constantly 
strive to bring to the fore the fundamental question - end¬ 
ing war is bound up with ending capitalism. 

Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we strive 
for the closest unity and agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. We oppose every mani¬ 
festation of national sectionalism. It is an internationalist 
duty to uphold the principle, ‘One state, one party’. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions and a Communist Party 
of the EU. 

The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with 
war, pollution, exploitation and crisis. As a global system 
capitalism can only be superseded globally. All forms of 
nationalist socialism are reactionary and anti-working 
class. 

■ The capitalist class will never willingly allow their wealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. They 
will resist using every means at their disposal. Commu¬ 
nists favour using parliament and winning the biggest pos¬ 
sible working class representation. But workers must be 
readied to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly 
if we must. 

Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, Scot¬ 
land and Wales, a united, federal Ireland and a United 
States of Europe. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions 
transformed into schools for communism. 

Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the 
struggle for peace and ecological sustainability are just 
as much working class questions as pay, trade union rights 
and demands for high-quality health, housing and educa¬ 
tion. 

Socialism represents victory in the battle for democracy. 

It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its op¬ 
posite. 

Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither wars, exploi¬ 
tation, money, classes, states nor nations. Communism is 
general freedom and the real beginning of human history, 
a All who accept these principles are urged to join the Com¬ 
munist Party. 
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ESF clique 
carves out 
speakers 
slots 


Unchallengeable 

consensus con 


A t the second attempt, we have fi¬ 
nally chosen the 26 speakers ‘ ‘re¬ 
siding in Britain" who will 
address the 27 plenary sessions at the 
European Social Forum in October. 

Our first list was thrown out by the two 
main groups controlling the event, the 
Socialist Workers Party and Socialist 
Action. They suddenly ‘discovered’ that 
the agreed speakers had been chosen in 
a manner that was “in contradiction to the 
principles of the World Social Forum” - 
despite the fact that it was their own com¬ 
rades who pushed through the prohibited 
voting procedure (see Weekly Worker 
September 9). Supposedly social forums 
are meant to operate according to the un¬ 
democratic and usually unworkable 
‘principle’ of consensus-in reality deci¬ 
sions are taken behind closed doors by 
small cliques. 

Was the second list achieved through 
consensus? You must be kidding. This 
time around, the comrades simply pre¬ 
sented their speakers “chosen after a 
broad consultation process of the various 
sections of the movements”. So “the trade 
unions” presented a list of five speakers, 
as didtheNGOs and the “anti-racist, anti¬ 
fascist and black, Asian and minority eth¬ 
nic organisations”. The “anti-war and 
peace movements” were allowed to put 
forward four speakers, the “Irish organi¬ 
sations” one (they chose Gerry Adams), 
ditto the whole of Scotland (which put 
forward not Tommy Sheridan, but the 
pretty much unknown Veronica Rankin, 
who chairs the women’s committee of the 
Scottish TUC). 

How exactly it came to pass that those 
making up the amorphous category of 
“personalities and independent left’ ’ were 
able to consult with each other and 
choose Hilary Wainwright, John Pilger, 
George Monbiot and Ann Pettifor (Jubi¬ 
lee) is a bit of a mystery ... 

Nevertheless, it was stated by SWP- 
SA comrades that the outcome of these 
consultations “cannot be challenged”, as 
JonathanNealefromtheSWPputit. SA’s 
Redmond O’Neill expressed the same 
sentiment a little more mildly when he 
said they “should not be challenged”. 
Needless to say, the ‘consultation meet¬ 
ings’ where speakers were chosen were 
not publicly advertised. Comrades who 
have, for example, attended various 
meetings of the trade unions involved in 
the ESF were not informed about any 
selection process. It looks like our com¬ 
rades in the SWP and SA have, with the 
aid of a number of organisations in their 
orbit, simply stitched up a list that suits 
them much better than the first one did. 

The differences between the two lists 
are small, but crucial. If anything, a pretty 
inoffensive - though conservative and 
unimaginative - first list has been ditched 
for a slightly more conservative one. The 



NGOs get the five speakers they wanted 
- nobody even questioned who their par¬ 
ticular speakers were, although most of 
them are total unknowns. The Green 
Party will be represented by Jenny Jones 
and Caroline Lucas - maybe their pres¬ 
ence in the GLA helped them get two 
servings. The SWP appears to have 
thought better of its previous omission 
and made sure that the main figurehead 
of the Respect coalition, George Gallo¬ 
way, is after all on the list (at the meeting 
last month, they voted against him on 
four different occasions). 

Most of the trade union representatives 
are as rightwing and pro-establishment as 
those on the first list: Unison will be rep¬ 
resented by Dave Prentis and Frances 
O’Grady (“the highest ranking woman in 
the trade unions ever -1 cannot believe 
how anybody could question her right to 
be on the list,” fumed Socialist Action’s 
Sarah Colbome when somebody sug¬ 
gested she should be replaced by the 
politically far more radical Mark Ser- 
wotka from the public services union, 
PCSU). Barry Camfield from the 
TWGU and Debbie Coulter, deputy gen¬ 
eral secretary of the GMB, round up the 
list of trade union bureaucrats. The 
RMT’s Bob Crow is the only union 
speaker with a commitment to some kind 
of socialism. 

The real reason why the first list was 
ditched was that one particular person did 
not make it onto it. SWP-SA withdrew 
Ken Livingstone’s nomination after Lee 
Jasper (Livingstone’s adviser on race re¬ 
lations and the police) was soundly de¬ 
feated by Asad Rehman, George 
Galloway’s political adviser and, as a 
representative of the Newham Monitor- 


Redmond O’Neill (left): 
speakers “should not 
be challenged” 


Jonathan Neale (right): 
speakers “cannot 
be challenged” 


ing Project, a prominent figure in the anti¬ 
war movement. On the new list, comrade 
Rehman was demoted to chairing one ses¬ 
sion, not speaking at it. 

London’s mayor has finally been chosen 
for a plenary on anti-fascism. “He is the 
chair of Unite Against Fascism and one of 
the leading left politicians in Europe,” 
gushed Lee Jasper. UAF was, of course, set 
up by, amongst others, Livingstone himself, 
so I imagine it would not have been too dif¬ 
ficult to grab the top job. Jasper himselfhas 
been put forward to speak on a plenary on 
anti-racism - and brought with him a group 
of cheerleaders to make sure neither he nor 
Ken would be challenged. 

Naturally, some did. I proposed that Asad 
Rehman should not chair the anti-racist 
meeting, but actually replace Lee as one of 
the platfonn speakers, as it seemed to me 
to be a bit of an overkill to have two repre¬ 


sentatives of the Greater London Author¬ 
ity speaking on pretty similar issues. That 
went down well. Simon Woolley of Opera¬ 
tion Black Vote (of which Lee Jasper hap¬ 
pens to be the chair) was “deeply offended 
that a white woman comes here and tells 
me which speakers the black and ethnic mi¬ 
norities should choose. I am deeply, deeply 
upset.” 

He was effectively challenged by Naima 
Bouteldja, herself a black muslim: “I find 
it really wrong that somebody uses their 
ethnicity or their religious background to 
stop a political opponent challenging them. 
Surely the main point is whether they have 
a valid point to make,” she said pointedly. 
Needless to say, Lee was confinned as the 
speaker thanks to the serried ranks of SWP- 
SA and Operation Black Vote members in 
the room (Simon Woolley, Lee Jasper and 
10 or so of their colleagues showed how 


deeply interested they are in the ESF proc¬ 
ess by leaving the meeting immediately af¬ 
ter the list of speakers had been agreed). 
Similarly, my proposal to move Ken Liv¬ 
ingstone to speak in the plenary session on 
‘Labour rights across Europe ’, in which he 
could have effectively been challenged over 
his disgusting call on RMT workers to scab 
on their colleagues, was unfortunately not 
agreed to by the majority. 

Interestingly, the SWP was able to push 
through only one of its own speakers and 
Lindsey Gennan will now speak in a ple¬ 
nary on ‘Troops out of Iraq’ - with her Stop 
the War Coalition hat on. This is interest¬ 
ing, as Chris Nineham had made it quite 
clear that the SWP and/or its Globalise 
Resistance front would “insist” on an ad¬ 
ditional speaker. But it looks like their 
friends in SA-GLA convinced them not to 
bother. 

However, two additional plenary ses¬ 
sions have been agreed at the small, inter¬ 
national programme working group that 
met on September 13 in Paris. These two 
meetings will see debates between ‘politi¬ 
cal parties and the social movements ’. This 
is a very welcome development - it is ridicu¬ 
lous to try and keep political parties and 
politicians locked out of the process. They 
always come in through the back door, hid¬ 
ing behind this or that particular front. 
Much more honest to have the debate out 
in the open. 

Undoubtedly, the SWP will have been 
promised a speaker or two in these extra 
plenary sessions. The speakers from Brit¬ 
ain will be decided upon at the next pro¬ 
gramme group. But most certainly there 
will be no repeat of a similar meeting that 
took place at last year’s ESF in Paris: There 
Chris Nineham addressed a meeting as a 
“representative of the social movements in 
Britain” - as opposed to a representative of 
the SWP, of which he is, of course, a lead¬ 
ing member* 

Tina Becker 
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